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ing’s 


00D MANY lawyers were rather surprised to find Lord 
continue to sit in the King’s Bench Division after his 

ntment had been announced and he had taken public 

ell of the profession. But here, again, a Roman analogy 

s being followed. The praetor or consul, after being nominated 
by the senate to take charge of a province, continued to sit as 
judg and pe rform his magisterial duties in Rome until the close 
of the legal year, when his successor was installed. In America, 
too, the President and all his subordinates remain in office until 
March, although the new President has been chosen some months 
There is a great deal to be said for this practice The 
declarations of men in afticulo mortis, who have nothing more to 


ago 


expect or fear on earth, are rightly regarded as of exceptional 
value in our law of evidence. Now a judge or statesman about 
finally to vacate his office may similarly be regarded as in articulo 
mortis so far as that office is concerned, and his pronouncements 
should be free from considerations’ of caution and the fear of 
hampering himself with precedents which normally influence the 
public official We The subject affords an 


interesting sphere for observation and analysis to some practical 


wonder if it 


Is SO 


psy' hologist 


Clearing Offices for Enemy Debts. 

INTERESTING AND USEFUL information as to the Clearing Offices 
for Enemy Debts is given in an article by Professor A. H. 
CHARTERIS, the recently-appointed Challis Professor of Inter- 
national Law at Sydney, in the January number of the Journal 
Legislation These offices are established under 
Article 296 of the Treaty with Germany, and similar provision 
is made in the Treaties with the other ex-en my countries ; but 
the provisions only apply as between various countries on notice 
being given within one month of the ratification of the respective 
Treaties. This notice was given by Great Britain, and arrange 
ments as to the establishment of a clearing office in this country 
and the collection of debts through it, were made by the Treaty 
of Peace Order, 1919 (64 Sox. J., p. 36), and this Order prohibited 


of Con parative 











the recovery of debts except through the Clearing Office. Under 
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Article 304 a mixed arbitral tribunal was to be established 
between each of the Allied Powers and Germany, consisting of 
three members, to decide questions arising in the course of the 
proof and collection of debts which could not otherwise be solved, 
and the exclusive jurisdiction of this tribunal was recognised in 
Rowe Brothers & Co. v. Lindgens (36 T.L.R. 247 ; 64 Sox. J. 270) 


The Business of the Clearing Office 

It HAS BEEN generally known that, in addition to Great 
Britain, the various Overseas Dominions adopted the Clearing 
Office system with the exception of South Africa, and Professor 
CHARTERIS informs us that local clearing offices to the number 
of forty have been established throughout the Empire, but 
for the purpose of notifying and crediting debts to the German 
Clearing Office, it is the Central Clearing Office which alone is 
important.- The magnitude of the work of the Office is shewn 
by the figures of German and British claims put forward to 
the respective debtor Clearing Offices up to L5th September, 1920). 
The German claims were 83.247 in number and aggregated 
£19,726,862. For British claims the figures were 56,864 and 
£34,591,281. The staff employed to deal with these claims is, 
it appears, numerous. Mr. Ecerron 8. Grey, the Senior Official 
Receiver in Bankrupt y, is the Controller, and his staff of 666 
(last September) is made up of permanent civil servants lent 
from other departments and prot sional and business men 
specially appointed, as well as a large number of clerks; and 
the work of the oftice was « x pects d to increase with the addition of 
Austrian, Turkish and Bulgarian business. There are also Advisory 
Committees representing Marine, Life and Fire Insurance, 
Cotton, and Banking. The Clearing Office has, also, we gather 
the management of the charge on the private property of German 
subjects which is created under paragraph 4 of the Annex to 
Part X, section 4, of the Treaty, and clause | (xvi) of the Treaty 
of Peace Order The charge is intended to provide a fund for 
the payment of reparations, leaving the persons thus deprived 
of their property to look to the German Government for com 
pensation. It is needless to say that this constitutes a direct 
violation of International Law as hitherto recognised and is 
one of the chief blots on the Treaty With regard to proof of 
claims by British subjects we may refer to the notice recently 
issued by the Board of Trade that the last day for proof is 31st 
March (ante, p. 225 


The Anglo-German Aprbitral Tribunal. 

THe Mixep Anglo-German Arbitral Tribunal has recently 
been constituted, the President be ing Professor EUGENt BoREL, 
of Lausanne, a Swiss jurist and professor of public and inter 
national law, and the British and German members respectively 
being Mr. R. E. L. VauGuan Wixxiams, K.C., and Dr. ZACHARIAS, 
a Judge of the High Court in H unburg The sittings of the 
tribunal will be public, and it may meet in London, Germany, 
or elsewhere as the convenience of the parties may require 
The headquarters on this side will be at 21, St. James’s-square, 
S.W.1, and Mr. Harotp Russe. 
appointed British secretary Professor CHARTERIS points out 
that the decisions of the tribunal will be of the first importance, 


barrister-at-law, has been 


not only in the construction and interpretation of the Treaty, 
but in the decision of concrets Cases, The Anglo-German 
ong many, and all are courts 


Tribunal is, however, only one at 
of co-ordinate jurisdietion, the de¢ 
while no de s10n will be binding on another tr bunal. no doubt 
efforts will be made to ensure uniformity 


The Head of the State as Foreign Minister 

THE STATEMENTS in the Press that M. MILLeRAND intends to 
be his own foreign minister, at any rate to the extent of controlling 
the policy of that department and its parliamentary chief, has 
led to interesting discussions as to the difference between the 
French and the British Constitutio: It is suggested that a 
French President is constitutionally in a stronger position than 
an English Monarch or an American President. But, surely, this 


sion of each being final But 


overlooks the fact that many English monarchs, who were | 


patterns of correct constitution mduct, have nevertheless 


insisted on having a great say on foreign affairs, Has everyone 
forgotten the famous story of Lord PaLMErston’s dismissal in 
1851? In that year the Whigs were in office. Lord Jony 
tUSSELL was Premier. Lord PALMERSTON was Foreign Secretary, 
Louis NaPpoteon had been elected Prince-President of France 
by a plebiscite, and had then carried through a coup-d éat, 
Taking advantage of popular fear of the ‘‘ Communists ’—who 
were then dreaded as the “ Bolshevists ” are to-day—NaPoLeon 
called out his troops, declared a state of siege, barricaded the 
streets of Paris, and shot down on the boulevards all who rose to 
defend the Constitution of 1848. He was then proclaimed 
Emperor. The Queen and the Prince Consort disapproved of his 
violence and did not wish to grant him official recognition as 
the legitimate Government of France. But Patmerstoy 
approved, and committed his ministry by sending off a dispatch 
virtually recognising the new Government, although the Queen 
had expressly desired him not to do so and to submit all foreign 
dispatches to Her Majesty before sending them. The Queen 
complained to Lord JoHn and PALMERSTON was summarily 
dismissed, or, at any rate, forced to resign. The affair led to 
much public discussion. But since then, we believe, it has been 
an accepted convention of the British Constitution that no 
important foreign dispatch must be sent off unless and until the 
Monarch has had an opportunity of expressing an opinion upon 
it, and, if necessary, referring his opinion to the whole Cabinet 
for collective consideration. In other words, the power claimed 
by M. MILLERAND seems to be that, in fact, exercised by the 
English Sovereign. 


Tenure of Government Appointments. 

IN A RECENT article on * Tenure of Office under the Crown” 
(ante, p. 169), we commented on the anomalous and inequitable 
privilege by which a Government Department can at any time 
dismiss a Government servant even when it has contracted 
(otherwise than by a statutory contract) to employ him for,a 
certain period of time, or at a certain rate of pay. We quoted, 
in illustration, the recent cases of Leaman v.R. (1920, W.N. 298), 
the case of an enlisted soldier whose pay was reduced beneath 
the rate promised on enlistment, and of Denning v. the Secretary 
of State for India in Council (Times, 30th November), the case 
of a temporary civil servant engaged for five years, but dismissed 
at the end of two for a cause not contemplated in his agreement 
of service. To these.must be added another recent case, Payne 
v. the King (Times, 11th December), where an ex-officer employed 
first by the Ministry of Munitions, and afterwards by the Ministry 
of Labour, failed of success in a petition of right in which he 
claimed damages for dismissal and a bonus or gratuity calculated 
in accordance with the rules applying to officials of his grade. 
The petitioner had been employed as a staff-officer at a certam 
rate of pay by the Ministry of Munitions. He was transferred 
to the Ministry of Labour, but there paid at a lower rate, and 
shortly afterwards demobilized. Upon claiming that he should 
be paid at the stipulated rate and given the appropriate gratuity, 
the Ministry re-graded him on a lower basis, made the re-grading 
retrospective, and thereby deprived him of his right to pay and 
gratuity. On the well-known principles of law discussed in our 
article, of course, the petitioner could not succeed. But the case 
illustrates once more the very unsatisfactory position of the law 
where contracts with the Crown are concerned. In fairness to 
the Ministry concerned, it is only sight to add that the learned 
judge w ho tried the case, Mr. Justice SuHearman, found, as 4 
fact, that the Ministry of Labour had made it clear to the 
petitioner that he could not be kept on at the rate of pay given 
him by the Ministry of Munitions. There was nothing underhand 
in their treatment of him. But the right of summary dismissal 
by the Crown is an obvious hardship and should be remedied. 


Assignment of Part of a Debt. 





| THe question whether there can be a legal assignment of & 
| defined part of a debt, under section 25 (6) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, which has been a moot point in England since DARLING, Je 
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in Skipper v. Holloway (1910, 2 K.B. 630) decided in favour of 
the validity of the assignment, and Bray, J., in Forster v. Baker 
(1910, 2 K.B. 636) decided against it, has at length again come 
up, and in Re Steel Wing Co. Ltd. (ante p. 240) P.O. Lawrence, J., 
has adopted the opinion of Bray, J., in Forster v. Baker. Mean- 
while a decision, also in accordance with Forster v. Baker, has 
been given in Ireland in Conlan v. Carlow County Court (1912, 
2 1.R. 535). The question was noticed, but not decided, by 
Cutty, L.J., in Durham Brothers v. Robertson (1898, 1 Q.B. at 
p. 774), where that learned judge said: “ It appears to me as at 
present advised to be very questionable whether an assignment 
of a part of a debt is within the statute. If it be, it would seem 
to leave it in the power of the original creditor to split up the 
single legal cause of action for the debt into as many separate 
legal causes of action as he might think fit.” Bray, J., decided 
Forster v. Baker on this ground, saying that by splitting up the 
debt an unnecessarily great burden would be placed upon the 
debtor; but in that case the assignor had split up not an 
ordinary debt, but a debt on which judgment had already been 
obtained, and the immediate question was whether the remedy 
by execution could be split up, so as to subject the debtor to a 
series of executions, and in the Court of Appeal the decision 
of Bray, J., was affirmed on the ground that the Judicature Act, 
1873, had not authorised this splitting up of execution. But the 
execution is only the final result of an action for the debt, and 
if there cannot be several executions, it seems to follow that there 
cannot be several actions, and the present decision of Astbury, J., 
turns the scale in favour of this view. 


Rent Restriction Cases. 


LITIGATION was one of the anticipated consequences—if not 
of the earlier—at any rate of the later and last Rent Restriction 
Acts, and the Act of 1920 is likely to afford plenty of work to 
the High Court as well as the County Courts. We referred 
last week to the difficult point as regards sub-tenants raised by 
Hylton v. Heel (Times 12th inst)., and since then there have been 
three reported cases. In Tompkins v. Rogers (Times, 14th inst.) 
it was held, upon the principle of Rolls v. Miller (27 Ch. D.71), 
that where part of the rooms in a house are let as lodgings, 
the house becomes premises “used for business purposes ” 
within section 13 of the Act of 1920, and hence the landlord is 
not entitled to recover possession under section 5 (1) (d), on the 
ground that he requires the premises as a residence ; he is relegated 
to section 13, and must show that he requires them for business 
purposes—a somewhat unlikely thing under such circumstances. 
Then Mitchell v. Townend & Co. (Times, 14th inst.) raised the 
point under section 13 of what is meant by premises being “ bond 
fide required for the purposes of a scheme of reconstruction 
or improvement which appears to the Court to be desirable 
in the public interest.” In such a case possession can be 
recovered. It was contended that a scheme of reconstruction 
which would make the premises suitable for training work girls, 
and so increase the hands employed by the landlord, wasa scheme 
desirable in the public interest within this provision. But the 
Court naturally held that this was a private, not a public matter, 
and did not entitle the landlord to recover possession. And 
lastly in Bond v. Pettle (Times, 15th inst.) it was held that where 
an agricultural labourer who has occupied a cottage as a condition 
of his employment ceases to be employed, but is allowed to 
stay on at a weekly rent, he cannot afterwards be evicted under 
proviso (i) to section 5 (1) (d)—the proviso follows paragraph (q) 
because his tenancy at the critical time is not “ in consequence ” 
of his employment; a neat enough little point. The Court 
in each case consisted of CoLERIDGE, Avory and Sater, JJ. 


Docking the Law Officers’ Salaries. 


Tue Morning Post, which has a deserved reputation for a certain 


breezy independence, had a curious diatribe on the l4th inst., | 


against Lord Chancellors and Law Officers under the Scriptural 
title—and the Morning Post we are glad to note is often Bibical— 





“ Woe unto ye Lawyers!” It is in connection with the recent 
Report on Ministerial salaries, and as regards Ministers generally and 
particularly Premiers the Morning Post puts forward the pleasing 
theory that if anything is to be increased it should be pensions 
and not salaries. They could then “ afford to retire, which in 
itself is almost a public virtue.” But, whether other salaries 
are to be increased or not, our contemporary is quite clear that 
those of the Lord Chancellor and the Law Officers should be 
docked. ‘ Lawyers,” the Morning Post contends, “ have 
degraded the public service of the State. For while other men 
have generally looked upon it as a public duty, to the lawyers 
it has generally been a question of emoluments.” And yet has 
it? Do successful lawyers really abandon their practices and 
accept office, on the Bench or off it, to increase their emoluments ? 
Itis well known that the reverse is the case, but we need not enter 
into figures. And since the Law Officers were cut off from 
private practice, their remuneration has probably been diminished 
except in years where there is specially heavy Government 
litigation. The Morning Post would like to see these expensive 
people left severely alone. “The Crown does not need the 
high-fliers of the profession for its services. All it requires is 
two good sound lawyers of a type that might easily be had for 
£2.500 a year apiece.” Yes, excellent men nodoubt ; but in the 
Courts and in Parliament they would have to meet the “ high- 
fliers,” and we should be sorry for them. Even the Ministry of 
Transport—which, as a recent creation, ought to be modest 
enough, though it is not—cannot get a lawyer for its Rates 
Commission under double that sum. But still our contemporary 
on the warpath is in this case, as usual, quite amusing. 


Women on Juries. 

THE PRESENCE of women on juries has very naturally aroused 
much public interest. It has led to some difficulties and awkward- 
nesses of procedure, which doubtless will in due course be put 
right. For example, the rule by which a jury—in cases of felony 

must not separate or communicate with any outside person 
until a verdict has been found has inevitably proved a trouble 
in the case of mixed juries. At Aylesbury, in a murder trial, 
there were three women on the jury. The case lasted over a 
week-end. To lock up the parties all together was obviously 
a matter of difficulty ; rumour says that it was in fact arranged 
by taking an empty hotel and reserving it exclusively for the 
use of the twelve jurors and their attendant bailiffs. Whether 
this is right or wrong we cannot say ; but clearly such a practice, 
if it occurred, must prove expensive. It has become necessary 
in the case of mixed jusies to swear in two bailiffs, one male and 
one female—another source of expense. Similarly, separate 
waiting rooms for women jurors have had to be improvised. 
The extension of the luncheon hour from half an hour to an hour, 
for reasons of feminine comfort, has also been adopted by some 
judges: for this most people will feel grateful. The present 
hasty snatch at a morsel of food in the middle of the day, which 
is all our present system allows to counsel, is extremely dis- 
comforting to all except the hardiest of barristers, and tends 
to weed out from the ranks of the profession all those of its 
members whose internal organs have not the toughness commonly 
accredited to those of the ostrich. In fact, it appreciably aids 
that “survival of the fittest ’ which is largely responsible for 
the rosy health and hale old age of the typical successful common 
law practitioner. The courts might well allow an hour for 
lunch and sit half an hour later every afternoon. The practice 
of stopping a quarter an hour for tea, introduced by Mr. Justice 
McCarpie for the benefit of women jurors is a more doubtful 
innovation. But it is easy to see that the intrusion of women 
on the magisterial bench, on juries and in the legal profession, 
is going to mean the entrance of “afternoon tea” into the 
routine of the courts—just as it has notoriously done in the case 
of Government and City offices. With women on juries, too, 
the late hour to which courts sometimes sit must clearly be done 


away with. 
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yurt Officials 

! recently in the daily press that an Old Bailey 

1 to Mr. Justice SHearMan of being 

ficial. It seems that the juryman arrived 

urt, but was told, nevertheless, to “ hurry 

n question. In fact, he had to wait nearly 

arrived the latter had been unavoidably 

detain t ommittee eting of the Central Criminal Court. 

The official admitte e facts, but disclaimed any intention 

to off * SHEARMAN rather pooh poohed the 

whole aff The other jurors, too, dissociated themselves from 

perhaps the particular juror was unduly 

therefore, can fairly be made on the 

a matter of general interest, not 

particular case, we may add a few 

ral question of the treatment of jurors. 

Jurors are p ning a public duty in serving at the courts 

and are tlh + treated with respect and courtesy. 

Attendants should be instructed not to hustle, rebuke or patronize 

jurymen, but i] them the same politeness shown to the 
judg hin i an to th clerk of the court 

and mag rates inue to be addressed as “ 

the same marl f respect should be shown to jurymen 


So long as judges 
Sir,” by officials, 
| Men of 
tation an tanding, who give up several days’ business 
ind lose la nding as jurymen, ought not in addition 
to be tr t is 1 [ ere schoolboys by those who are paid 
for their atten » wit, judges, officials and policemen. 
No doubt rm ¢ ffence is intended: we are sure none was 
discussed in the press; but it is 
spirit of the courts that matters. 
nt, a lack of proper respect for 
m the part of all who administer 
due to the fact that jurymen are 
The man compelled ” to do any- 

iously no doubt—treated as a serf 

by funet is dignity will not be realized or sufficiently 
I pected mtrast respectful treatment accorded to 
voluntary recruits p o 1916 with the hustling, indignities, 
and too 


bullying which too many recruiting 
script and attested men alike after 
introduced in that year. 

e creation of compulsory 

nilitary, is that the citizen 

ly regarded as their serf 

ind is treated as such. 

service on juries be 


Woman and Hearsay Evidence 
Now THAT women are taking a large part, as justices, jurymen, 
and in the near ire practitioners, in the administration of the 
we wond ry evidence will remain 
, or be gradually bu co vusly modified in the direction 
hearsay is, of course, 
logical or peculiar. In 
1 witness can be stopped 
gard’ the inadmissible 
hout legal right. But 
ve the necessary mental 
ing evidence once heard 
even judges, should be 
hearsay which has 
leg il fictions which 
prudence (in the other hand, noone 


Law.” <A lady once sat with him on the Bench and listened most 
patiently to all that occurred in court. But at the end she 
rebuked the judge, saying, ““ Why do you always shut up the 
poor witness just when he is beginning to tell us something 
that is really interesting ?”’’ Because, he explained, the witness 
is then about to tell us, not what he knows, but what someone 
else has told him. We fancy that women jurors and justices 
will share the natural reluctance of their sex to exclude “ hearsay.” 
But one does not know. 








The Legality of Knock-out Sales. 


Tux law of conspiracy, if we may quote the famous commentary 
of King James on a different branch of jurisprudence, is “ like 
unto the Peace of God and the philosophy of Lord Bacon,” for 
it “ passeth all understanding.” It is also like the poor, for it 
is always with us. These observations are called forth by the 
recent Court of Appeal decision in Rawlings v. General Trading Co. 
(ante, p. 220), where the decision of Mr. Justice SHEARMAN in 
the well known “ knock-out ”’ auction case of last year has 
just been reversed by Lord Justices Bankes and ATKIN, whereas 
Lord Justice Scrurron, dissenting, agreed with his learned 
brother in the court below. As judicial honours and legal 
weight are fairly evenly balanced, two able judges on either side, 
it is to be presumed that the House of Lords will be asked to 
express its opinion on the very important and interesting point 
In issue 

The facts may be stated briefly. The plaintiff and the 
defendant were both dealers who attended an auction of 
in order to bid for the property there put 

They entered into a fixed agreement not to bid 
i:gainst each other for shell cases, and to share the profits which 
should result from the purchase of any such articles by that one 
alone did the bidding. This, of course, is a 
common arrangement among a ring of dealers at knock-out sales, 
and is undoubtedly harmful to the unfortunate p.rsons who have 

Whether, however, the 
practice is illegal is another question. Perhaps, in passing, we 
hould add that the existence of such an agreement was denied 
by the defendants: but the court based its decision on the 


(;rovernment stores 


of the two who 


to sell their property at such auctions. 


assumption that such an agreement had, in fact, taken place. 
et up the agreement, sued the defendant, 
claiming an account of profits arising out of defendant’s purchases. 

Now, Mr. Justice SHEARMAN dispo ed of the case very 
summarily. He held that the agreement was a conspiracy to 
conimit an act opposed to public policy, and therefore an 
indictable misdemeanour. That being so, there could be no 
question as to the non-enfe rceability of the contract. The 
famous case of the highwayman who claimed an account against 
his confederate, is, of course, an answer to any such claim insuch 
a case Mr. Justice SH#EARMAN, in the view he took, appears to 
have vecepted and followed whol heartedly some observations 
of M BARON ( 


Levi (1833, 6 C. & P., 239) 


The plaintiff, who 


RNEY in a well-known nist prius case, Levi Vv. 
* If brokers agree together before 4 
ale by auction,” runs the headnote in that case, * that only one 
ol them shall bid for each article sold, and that all artic les thus 
bought by any of them shall be sold again among themselves at 
a fair price and the difference between the auction price and the 
fair price divided among them, this is a conspiracy for which 
indictable.” ‘This headnote, however, deals with a 
secondary issue in the case, an action for slander in 


" plaintiff alleged that the defendant had slandered him 





ystem of permitting anvone who 


' ici Sy 


ll the court all that he or she has seen, or 


heard, or rined, or inferred, or dreamed about the questions 
In issué i a 


clearly needed. By the way, His 
Honour Judge Rueca ha 
to tell in this connec 


which appears in hisinteresting 


story 


” 


in amusing, but instructive, 
tion in the section on ** Hearsay Evidence 
little ‘Commentary on the Common 


ccusing him of taking part in a knock-out auction ; and the 
point set out in the headnote is based chiefly on a rather sweeping 
obiler dictum of the learned judge. 
* have a right to expect at auction that there will be an open 
competition from the public ; if a knot of men go to an auction, 
upon an agreement among themselves of the kind which has 
been described, they are guilty of an indictable offence and can 


* ()wners of goods,” he said, 
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= 
be tried for a conspiracy.” Verbally to allege that anyone has 
committed an indictable offence is slander without proof of special 
damage ; hence the relevancy of these cbservations to the actual 
decision in that case. But text-book writers have generally 
regarded the view expressed by the learned judge as wrong, his 
remarks themselves as mere obiter, and the decision in any case 
as not a binding precedent since it was a decision nist prius, 1.¢., 
in the presence of a jury and not in banco. Mr. Justice SHeARMAN, 
indeed, only ventured to follow Mr. Baron GuRNEY’S precedent on 
the ground that, in the case before him, the property was 
Crown property, so that an attempt to cut dewn its value was 
an injury to the State, but distinctions of that kind are not very 
convincing. 

Now, apart from the special character of the property as 
Crown property offered for sale, there is a whole series of cases 
in which the point has arisen and which are authoritative 
precedents ; in those cases Mr. BARON GuURNEY’'S view was not 
taken. The two best known of those decisions are Heffer v. 
Heffer (1867, 36 L.J. Ch. 372), and Chattock v. Muller (1878, 
8 Ch. D. 177). In the former case, Vice-Chancellor KNnicut 
Bruce had to consider the legality of an agreement between two 
persons, on an auction of land, that one should refrain from 
bidding in order that the other might purchase more cheaply 
Following two earlier decisions of Sir S. Romitty, M.R., the 
learned Vice-Chancellor held that such an agreement 1s not 
tainted with any vice of illegality. In the latter case, Vices 
Chancellor MALINS took for granted, as a matter of course, and 
without argument, that such an agreement is valid. 
sometimes been suggested that none of this series of cases con- 
cerning land sales are on the same footing as the case of an 
auction of goods, In the land sales, each bidder was a bond fide 


Sut it has 


purchaser who meant to k« ep the land. In the auctions of goods, 
known as knock-out sales, each bidder or purchaser is a dealer 
who intends to get the goods beneath their value in order to sell 
again and realise a profit to which he is not entitled. Put the 


distinction hardly seems a sufficient one on which to frame the 


& 
indictment that in the one case there is a conspiracy to defraud, 
whereas in the other case there is none 


The unfortunate owner 
is equally a victim in either case. And in each case the wrong 
doers get a profit, although in the land sales the profit is not an 
immediate money gain, but the enjoyment of property purchased 
beneath its true market value. 


Incidentally, three rather curious points occur in the judgments 
delivered by one or other judge in the course of this cas Lord 
Justice 3ANKES found a very novel and ingenious, but scar ely 
a sound, mode of reconciling Mr. BARON GuRNEY'S view in 
Levi v. Levi (supra) with the long line of Chancery cases to the 
contrary, commencing with Galton v. Emuss (1 Coll. 243), and 
ending with Chattock v. Mulle; (supra). He suggested that the 
conflict between the rules laid down was a conflict between the 
tule of law and the rule of equity in the same subject-matter ; 
that being so, the rule of equity must prevail in accordance with 
section 25 (1) of the Judicature Act, 1873. We venture to 
consider this the most revolutionary pronouncement ever delivered 
in explanation of a very troublesome section of the Judicature 
Act. It amounts to this, that where an act was an indictable 
misdemeanour at common law, but permitted in equity, the 
effect of the Judicature Act is to abolish altogether its criminal 
character! It is not credible that the legislature can have 
intended to enact such a doctrine. 

A second interesting point also arises out of the judgment of 
Lord Justice Bankes. That learned judge had been much 
pressed with an argument of counsel, based on Bridger v. Savage 
(15 Q.B.D. 363), to the effect that where A and B have a joint 
account in respect of which A receives goods or moneys, he is 
bound at common law to account to B for his share of the moneys 
80 received in an action for ** Money Had and Received,’ whether 
or not the transaction is tainted with an illegal consideration 
But the case quoted, as the learned Lord Justice very properly 
observed, only sets up this duty to account in cases where B can 





sue A without relying on or setting up the alleged illegal agree 
ment. In other words, it only applies where the agreement is 
purely a collateral matter,and not where it is the only ground 
on which the claim to an account is or can be based. 

The last interesting point, taken strongly, as we have seen, 
by Mr. Justice SHEARMAN, and supported above by Lord Justice 
SCRUTTON in his dissenting judgment, was the view of these two 
learned judges, that an auction of public property, the goods of 
the State, is entitled to greater sanctity and protection from 
unfair competition than an auction of a private person’s goods. 
But this view surely overlooks the fact that, where the Crown sets 
up as a vendor of goods, it steps down from its pedestal and 
becomes a competitor with subjects in the markets of trade 
That being so, it surely becomes subject to the ordinary incidents 
of business competition, one of which is that individual traders 
are entitled to combine in a ring for securing profits at the expense 
of another so long as no illegal act is committed : Mogul Steamship 
Co. v Me (re gor, Gow & Co.,¢ 1892, A.C. 25). 
privilege for the Crown in such a case is opposed to modern 


Toasserta special 


views of equity 





International Disputes in Practice. 


The French Shore of Newfoundland. 


DurinG the nineteenth century the great disputed problem of Interna 
tional diplomacy was whether or not sovereign states could without loss 
of dignity submit their disputes to the arbitration of one more third 
problem is whether or not the 


League of Nations can be turned into a body capable of really preventing 


varty states. To-day the correspondin 
I 


wars amongst civilized states And now the President-elect of the United 
States, Senator Harding, is reported in the press to have a third scheme in 
view ; he is about, so soon as he assumes the purple of office in March, to 
invite all European and American States, as well as Japan and Chin» in 
the East, to send representatives to a conference at Washington, which 
Whether 


Germany and Russia will be invited seems still to be an unsettled point ; 


will discuss disarmament and the limitation of naval forces 


Germany is still technically at war with the United States, a madition of 
affairs which cannot terminate until President Wilson leave flice, since 
that stateman feels himself 
any treaty of peace, which does not include the League of Nation venant 
But when Woodrow Wilson leaves the White House, it is genera 


understood that the Senate, on the invitation of a presidenti 


nacientiously bound to refuse sanction t 


will at once declare that the American-German war hae ter: 

In this state of affairs it may be interesting to recall the famous “ New 
foundland Shore,” issue in international politi for a century this 
issue prevented friendly relations between France and England, even m 
than our joint rivalry in Egypt and the Soudan Hinterland. Timeandag 
it nearly ledto war. Finally when the “ Entente Cordial ume into 


early in the present century, the time-honoured dispute was ma¢ 
subject of a compromise and thereby was satisfactorily settled 
troubles no one any more. , 

But the French Shore question is interesting for another rea 
It has an imperial as well as an international bearing. For tl 
Newfoundland took other views from the home Government a 
interpretation of the treaty on which the question depended. They 
more directly interested in it. Their interests were vital e " 
whereas those of Britain were mostly s% ntimental and) patri 
which seem small to British Foreign Secretaries and Cabins 
appeared immense and even vital to the inhabitants of the 
off the mouth of the St. Lawrence. Sums of money aln 
British Chancellor of the Exchequer were fabulous to tl 
poor, frost-bound lony, dependent for ita living most 
lobster fisheries. The Premier of Newfoundland uld t 
with the Secretary of State for the Colonies or the Forei 
arrangement after arrangement negotiated between FE: 
broke down owing to the refusal of the Newfoundlanders t “ 

Indeed, a novel and very important doctrine of constit 7) ocedure 
arose out of the affair. Newfoundland claimed that it ld tg 
interests fairly considered by Imperial diplomatists. It claimed a right 
ippointed 


et ita 


to name one representative on any Franco-British commissi 
( unada supported its sister Domir n For the Canadiana, too, had their 
grievance against British treaty-1 tintors Ever onwards from 1842, 
stories, probably untrue, gained currency throughout the Canadian border 
lands as to the reasona which they imagined had induced Ambassadors and 
Foreign Secretaries to give up so much indisputably British territory to 
the United States. One story explained why the boundary line between 
Canada and the States, which runs along a parallel of latitude up to the 
Lake of the Woods suddenly makes a detour northwards to that lake before 
continuing along another parallel to the St. Lawrence. The story was that 
the British representative had lunched well and drunk much port wine 
before he came to draw the fateful lines on the map with a ruler in the 
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presence of his American confrére ; the result showed itself in a wavy line 
just at the point where he took up the ruler, after drawing the first half 
of the boundary line on the map, before setting it down further on to draw 
the second, Of course, the story is not true, but men in Canada believed it. 

A similar story was told to explain how Oregon, the region between 
California and Columbia, indisputably British by a British-Spanish treaty 
of the seventeenth century, was ceded to the United States after the latter 
had wrung the cession of California from Mexico in 1848. Two young 
British officers were sent to survey and map the land. They took rods and 
English flies; the American salmon would not rise to these. Disgusted 
with the un- English proclivities of those unpatriotic fish, the officers reported 
that the land was so worthless,even the confounded fish didn’t know how to 
bite; that America might just as well haveit. Impressed by this report, Lord 
Palmerston and Lord Malmesbury admitted America’s claim to Oregon. 

Very naturally, since they believed these stories, the men of Canada 
insisted that Englishmen should not be the sole British representatives on 
mmissioners. The Dominions 
concerned should also be represented, and no treaty thus settled should be 
agreed to by the British Government until the Dominion Cabinet concerned 
had been given an opportunity of considering the compromise reached 
and had assented to it Australia, New Zealand and the South African 
Colonies all advance similar claims. Finally, in the case of the French 
Shore question, Great Britain definitely accepted the principle of this view. 
Now it has been finally affirmed by a resolution of the last Imperial Conference 
and no one will ever dream of questioning it again. 


diplomatic treaty-negotiating boards of « 


The French Shore question was of very old standing. It existed in the 
days of Cromwell. The French claimed a right to fish on the whole eastern 
shore of Newfoundland to the complete exclusion of British seamen ; they 
based their claim on prior occupation of those fishing grounds. William of 
Orange recited thus the character of the French aggression in the procla 
mation against Louis XII, which was issued at the commencement of the 
War of the Spanish Succession; “It was not long since the French took 
licences from the Governor of Newfoundland to fish upon that coast, and 
paid a tribute for such licences as an acknowledgment of the sole right 
of the Crown of England to that island; but of late the encroachment 
of the French, and His Majesty's subjects trading and fishing there, had 
been more like the invasion of an enemy than ‘ becoming friends who enjoyed 
the advantages of that trade only by permission.’ ” 

When that great European struggle, in which Marlborough’s military 
genius won success for the Allies, was ended with the Treaty of Utrecht, 
1710, a settlement of the controversy was provided by Article XIII of the 
Treaty tut, alas, that article, like other settlements in other more recent 
treaties, led to at least as many new questions as it purported to solve. 

It may be briefly reproduced in its material provisions, as follows : 

“The Island called Newfoundluud, with the adjacent islands, shall 
from this time forward belong of right wholly to Britain . . . Nor shall the 
Most Christian King, his heirs and successors, or any of their subjects, 
at any time hereafter lay claim to any right to the said island or islands 
or to any part of itor them. Moreover it shall not be lawful for the sub- 
jects of France to fortify any place in the said island of Newfoundland, 
or to erect any building there, besides stages made of boards, and huts 
necessary and useful for drying of fish, or to resort to the said island beyond 
the time necessary for fishing and drying of fish. But it shall be allowed 
to the subjects of France to catch fish and to dry them on land in that 
part only, and in no other besides that, of the said island of Newfoundland, 
which stretches from... Cape Bonavista to ...the place called 
Point Riche... 

Now, on a first reading of this Article XIII, three points seem too obvious 
for words, namely : 

(1) The French got no rights of ownership or occupation of 
Newfoundland soil. 

(2) They got no monopoly of the right to build huts for drying fish on 
the reserved shore, and certainly no right to prevent any British subject 
building huts for other purposes. 

(3) They got no monopoly of the right to catch fish on that shore, but 
merely a concurrent right to do so in competition with British subjects. 

Such, indeed, was the view taken by the colonists. But the French claimed 
that the treaty gave them a monopoly and sent warships to prevent 
English trawlers from fishing off the French shore, and to warn off settlers 
from the region where the French might land and build huts. 

The British Government was not keenly interested in the matter and, but 
for the protests of the colonists, would have cheerfully conceded the French 
demands, But it feared an alienation of Newfoundland and Canadian 
opinion. It dreaded a rapprochement between these colonies and the 
United States. So it temporised. In practice, it helped the French to 
secure their monopoly by indirect means, but in words it professed to be 
fighting a diplomatic battle in favour of British rights. And so the conflict 
raged on. 

After each great war with France a new treaty was always sure to contain 
some provision recognising the French rights in the French Shore Fisheries. 
The Treaty of Paris, 1763, which closed the Seven Years War, confirmed 
Article XIII, notwithstanding that the French had lost their Canadian 
territories for ever. Even the Treaty of Versailles, in 1783, did the same, 
notwithstanding that Rodney’s great victory at Dominica, the year before, 
had forced France to yield up to England her West Indian possessions, 
except Martinique and Guadeloupe. The Treaty of Versailles referred thus 
to the point :— 








“The XIIIth Article of the Treaty of Utrecht, and the method 
of carrying on the fishery which has at all times been acknowledged, 
shall be the plan upon which the fishery shall be carried on there ; it 
shall not be deviated from by either party; the French fishermen 
building only their scaffolds, confining themselves to the repair of 
their fishing vessels, and not wintering there; the subjects of Hig 
Majesty Britannic on their part not molesting in any manner the 
French fishermen during their fishing, nor injuring their scaffolds 
during their absence.” 

And the declaration annexed to the treaty bound the English Crown to 
take “ the most positive measures for preventing his subjects from 
interrupting in any manner by their competition the fishing of the French 
during the temporary exercise of it, which is granted to them .. .” 

The unfortunate words which we have italicised, ‘* by their competition,” 
gave a fresh lease of life to the French claim toa monopoly. For they seem 
to imply that the British fishermen “ will not compete’ with the French, 
This can scarcely have been intended; the meaning no doubt was that the 
British shall not compete with the French in such a way as to drive the 
latter off the grounds. But the declaration does not say this. And so in 
due course the French claim to a monopoly had to be practically conceded, 
At least this was so as regards the cod-fisheries, the only ones in existence 
at the dates of those treaties. Later on, the lobster-fisheries grew up, 
and inthis newsubject-matter the British flatly refused to permit the French 
any right to claim a monopoly. Finally, the Treaty of Paris in 1814 declared 
that “the French right of fishing at Newfoundland is replaced upon the 
footing upon which it stood in 1792.” 

The dispute lasted out a weary century. Endless negotiations passed 
between the Governments concerned, from 1814 to 1904. Much ink was 
slung and much fiery rhetoric talked by patriotic writers and speakers 
in both countries. But commonsense, somehow, always prevailed in 
time to prevent two great countries fighting over a question of cods and 
lobsters. In 1890 a “* Modus Vivendi”’’ agreement was agreed to which 
settled, apparently, the more burning issues of the moment. But it only 
led to new quarrels. And the Newfoundland Legislature, although it 
recognised the “* Modus Vivendi’’ under strong presure from the Imperial 
Government refused to do so otherwise than as a temporary measure. It 
passed a ‘* Modus Vivendi ’’ Act each year, enacted to endure one year only, 
and finally in 1901 it declared that after the expiry of that year’s annual 
Act it would not again renew the measure. The result was that a final 
settlement was no nearer than before. 

Sut, happily, in 1903 the European horizon changed. France, our tra- 
ditional foe, became a friendly ally in the face of the growing common peril 
with which the militarist advance of Germany inspired all European nations, 
The Entente Cordiale came into being. An aftermath of the ‘ Entente” 
was a new willingness to settle peaceably old outstanding questions at issue 
in the French and British Colonies ; the chief of these was the “‘ French 
Shore Question.”’ And finally, in 1904, in consideration of certain territorial 
privileges in West Africa, France agreed to relinquish altogether her rights 
of landing and drying fish on the French Shore, and to accept concurrent 
rights of fishing in place of the monopoly she hitherto had always claimed. 
Money compensation was given to French subjects whose presumptive 
claims were injuriously affected by the treaty. Newfoundland was satisfied 
with the change, and so was France. Thus a great international dispute, 
four centuries old, was settled for ever by a very simple give and take 
of minor concessions. 








Res Judicate. 


Bankers’ Lien. 


Special liens arise out of custom. They are not baged on any conclusion of 
principle. Therefore they cannot be deduced from fundamental rules of 
law and the practitioner can only ascertain their limits by referring to the 
actually decided cases. Hence every precedent is of practical importance, 
and deserves notice. Such a case ig Baker v. Lloyd’s Bank Ltd. (1920, 2 K.B. 
322). Here a bank had three separate relationships with a client. He 
had a current account with the bank, containing £2,934 to his credit ; this 
establishes the relation of debtor and creditor, the bank being the customer's 
debtor to the extent of the balance to his credit. Again the bank had lent 
him money, and held shares to secure the debt: here the relationship is 
reversed, and the bank is a creditor, a secured creditor, of the client. Yet 
again the bank had discounted for the client certain bills of exchange 
drawn by him ; in the events that happened, the bills were not met by the 
acceptor and the bank exercised its recourse to the drawer by claiming 
from him £19,941, the amount of the bills; here the relationship is that of 
holder and signatory of a negotiable instrument. Finally the client went 
bankrupt and executed a deed of assignment in favour of his creditors; 
the trustee sued the bank to recover two sums. The first of these was the 
balance of the client’s current account, £2,934. The second was a balance 
due to the client on sale of the mortgaged shares which the bank realized, 
and which, after payment of the sums advanced and interest, left a surplus 
of £812. tut the bank claimed a lien on both those sums. The lien was 


not for a bank loan or overdraft, in which case no doubt as to the lien 
could have been suggested: Alsager v. Currie (1844, 12 M. & W. 751); 


Collins v. Jones (1830, 10 B. & C. 777). The lien was in respect of sums 
| due to the bank from the client as holder of negotiable instruments on which 
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he was liable. Mr. Justice Roche held that the special lien of the bank 
on its customer's securities and balance availed in favour, not merely of 
overdrafts and loans, but also of sums due under bills discounted—an 
interesting extension of the principle of bankers lien, although not quite 
a wholly novel view. 


Negligence by Banker. 

We may here briefly remind our readers that another principle of great 
importance was decided in the courts last year affecting the liability of 
banks to their customers: Wilson v. United Counties Bank, Ltd. (1920, 
A.C. 102). A trader went on military service ; his bank—according to the 
finding of a jury—had agreed to supervise the financial side of his business 
during his absence, and to take all reasonable steps to maintain his credit. 
By negligence of the bank, the trader's affairs went awry, and he became a 
bankrupt. He sued to recover two separate sorts of damages, first, loss to 
his estate, and secondly, injury to his personal credit by his bankruptcy. 
The jury awarded damages under both heads. The first head of damage, 
of course, passed to the trustee in bankruptcy as an incident of the bank 
rupt’s estate. The question was whether the second so passed, or remained 
in the bankrupt personally so that he could sue without the concurrence 
of his trustee. The House of Lords, reversing the Court of Appeal, held 
(1) that the bankrupt himself could sue, (2) that he would receive not merely 
nominal but substantial damages, and (3) that the bank was precluded 
from questioning in the courts above the basis on what the damages had 
been assessed since they had not taken exception at the proper time in the 
court below. This rather revolutionary decision extended greatly the 
generally received view as to the nature and extent of a bank’s liability 
to its customers. 


The Statutory Meaning of ‘‘ Customer.” 


* Customer,’ it would seem, is not a term of art: its meaning, therefore, 
varies with the context and purpose of any enactment in which it appears ; 
this seems to follow from the decision in Taxation Commissioners v. England, 
Scotland and Australian Bank, Lid. (1920, A.C., 683), a Judicial Committee 
decision. The case mentioned concerned the relationship of banker and 
customer, as defined in s. 82 of the [England] Bills of ExchangefAct, 1882, 
and its precise counterpart, s. 88 (1) of the [Commonwealth of Australia] 
Bills of Exchange Act,1909. The section in question, it will be recollected, 
protects a banker who pays a crossed cheque presented through the account 
ofa bank -customer elsewhere, provided it is prima facie in order, but renders 
him liable to the true owner, for default of title in the payee, provided he 
has been guilty of negligence. Suppose A. B. opens an account with the 
bank and on the same day pays in a:number of crossed cheques; is the 
bank entitled to treat him as a ‘‘ customer,”’ credit him with the cheques, 
and claim the advantage of the statutory protection when it turns out 
that his title is defective? The Board held (1) that such a person may be 
& “customer,’’ since the character of the relationship, not its duration, 
determines the question whether it is that of ‘‘ banker and customer,” or 
otherwise; (2) that the liability of the banker who credits such cheques 
depends on whether or not he has fallen short of the standard of care set 
up by normal banking practice ; and (3) in such circumstances as the opening 
of a new account, the standard of care depends on whether or not the 
opening of a new account took place in circumstances so unusual that they 
ought to have aroused suspicion. As to circumstances which place a bank 
which receives a crossed cheque “* on inquiry,’ attention may be drawn here 
te Mr. Justice Greer’s recent decision in Souchette, Lid. v. London, County, 
Westminster & Parr’s Bank (1920, 36 T.L.R. 195). 








Reviews. 


The English and Empire Digest. 

Taz Enouisn anp Empire Dicest with Complete and Exhaustive 
Annotations. Being a Complete Digest of every English Case reported 
from early times to the present day, with Additional Cases from the 
Courts of Scotland, Ireland, the Empire of India, and the Dominions 
beyond the Seas, and including Complete and Exhaustive Annotations 
giving all the Subsequent Cases in which Judicial Opinions have been 
given concerning the English Cases Digested. Vol. IV. Bankruptcy 
(Parts I.-XVIII); Part V. Bankruptcy (Parts XIX-XXIII). Butter- 
worth & Co. 

The work of digesting the cases on Bankruptcy on the plan laid down 
for the English and Empire Digest has obviously been an immense task. 
Whether there will be anything to equal it as these volumes steadily proceed 
to their destined close, we do not know. One thinks of subjects that may 
tival Bankruptcy in importance, but it may be hoped they will not rival 
itin bulk. The two volumes before us comprise, at a rough computation 
from the Table of Cases to both prefixed to Vol. V. some 14,000 cases. 
This can be checked by the number of digest paragraphs—one to each 
tase. In the two volumes there are 15,094 paragraphs, but then there 
are a good many multiple-point cases, so to speak, which supply two or more 

t paragraphs. So the Law of Bankruptcy, which has developed 


doubt earlier, and coming in modern times to the Act of 1883 and now to 
the Act of 1914, has accumulated in its troubled course all these decisions, 
and the practitioner has here an armoury filled with this multitude of 
weapons which he can at need use against his adversary. 

Of course, with such an array of cases, arrangement is everything. The 
spade work is, we presume, done very much as the quotations were collected 
in the early days of the New English Dictionary. When these had been 
collected by the labours of an army of readersand sorted out, then the skilled 
work of the philologist—of the late Sir James Murray and his co-adjutors 
commenced. There has been, no doubt, work of similar magnitude in collect- 
ing and sorting out the pith of all these decisions before the skilled digester 
comes on the scene, checks the statement of the point decided, and puts 
it into concise form and gives it its proper place in a comprehensive scheme 
of arrangement of the This we take it is the work that 
has been done by the barristers whose names are given as the contributors 
of the Title—Mr. George F. Kingham, assisted by Mr. Alma Roper and 
Mr. P. F. Smith of the High Court of Justice in Bankruptcy, and Mr. 
J. A. Theobold—but they have had the benefit of the supervision, and, 
we imagine, the very effective co-operation of the Managing Editor, Sir 
Willes Chitty, and of the large sub-editorial staff of barristers and solicitors ; 
and there is the Editor-in-Chief, Lord Halsbury, and the distinguished 
Associate Editors and Advisory Board, representing the Judiciary of India 
ind the Overseas Dominions. 

The subject of Bankruptcy is divided for the purpose of the Digest 
into twenty-three parts, beginning with Jurisdiction, passing on to Acts of 
Bankruptcy, the Petition, the Receiving Order, the Adjudication, the Official 
Receive . the Trustee and Committee of Inspec tion, Proof of Debts, and a0 on 
through the whole course of bankruptcy proceedings ; the final part deals 
with Composition and Schemes of Arrangement. Any detailed examination 
if this array of matter is out of the question. But some points of interest 
suggest themselves. What has been done with the series of * After-acquired 
property * cases of which Cohen v. Mitchell (25 Q. B.D., 262), was the chief, 
and which received statutory sanction in section 47 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1914. As authorities these cases have lost most of their importance ; 
is examples of the application of the new statutory rule they are interesting 
ind relevant, and they are duly digested under Part XX, “ Property 
Available for Distribution among Creditors,"’ pars. 6324-6332, with a 
reference to section 47. Or take the series of cases of which Re Carter and 
Kenderdine (1897, 1 Ch. 774), with its sequel in Re Hart (1912, 3 K.B. 6), 
ire best known, on the construction of “ void’ as meaning voidable in 
section 47 of the Act of 1883. The word “ void ” is repeated in the corres 
ponding section-—section 42—of the Act of 1914, and its construction 

depends on the same cases, which are therefore as relevant as before the 
recent statute. They will be found under the heading “ Void against the 
Trustee in Bankruptcy, pars. 7124, et seq., in Part XX, just referred to, 
ind they form a convenient and ready guide to a matter of great importance 
in conveyancing A still better example, perhaps, of the successful 
collection of cases on a point of frequent occurrence will be found in 
section 9 of Part XX dealing with reputed ownership. This depends 
on section 38 (i) of the Act of 1914, which repeats section 44 of 
the Act of 1883, and the point we refer to is the effect of custom 
in exempting goods from the reputed ownership clause. The customs 
trades which exclude the doctrine form the subject of 
which are so arranged as to show at a glance whether 
hiring and so forth in any particular trade has been 
the subjects of judicial decision. These are sufficient samples of the 
character of the work. There is further information included which 
will often be found of great importance. To each case is added a note 
shewing how it has been dealt with in subsequent cases, whether followed, 
wr distinguished, or overruled, or otherwise treated ; and in the footnotes 
the cases from Scotland, Ireland and the Overseas Dominions forma running 
iddition to those digested in the text. Case law is peculiar to countries 
which follow English law, and adjudication aacording to reported precedents 
has, with the multiplication of reports, become a task demanding @ very 
high degree of learning, skill,and research. This Digest promises to be the 
most complete apparatus yet produced for facilitating the work of 
forecast which is the function of the lawyer in advising, and the work of 
which are the functions of advocate and judge 


whole subjec t. 


in particular 
some 25 cases, 


the custom of 


argument and decision 
respectively. 

The Law of Real Property. 

PrincrpLes or THE Law or Reat Prorerty. Intended as a First Book 
for the Use of Students in Conveyancing. By the late JosHua WILLIAMS, 
Q.C. The Twenty-third Edition by hisson, T.Cyratan WiuitaMs, LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law, one of the Conveyancing Counsel to the Court. Sweet 
& Maxwell, Ltd. 30s. net. 

The twenty-third edition of ‘ Williams on Real Property,’ which has 
been for over half a century the student’s introduction to this fundamental 
branch of the law, and the welcome guide to this practitioner when he 
requires to refresh his memory on some abstruse point, suggests the reflection 
whether this is to be the last in which the old Real Property Law will be 
presented in recognizable form. It has been a wonderful system perhaps 
the last survival of the subtleties which pleased the mediwval scholastic 
And yet it would be a mistake to represent it as a system devised 
solely to gratify lawyers. It would be more correct to say that it was a 
system—at any rate on the conveyancing side—by which lawyers, 


mind. 





t @ series of statutes stretching back some two centuries and no 


including judges, were continually trying to mould the principles of the 
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if the community, and it is the Conveyancing 
modern times 


feudal law to meet the needs « 
Bar which has devised the legislative changes which in 
sccelerated the work of judicial decision and conveyancing practice. 
yprian Williams recalls in the concluding sentence of his book the work 
f Brodie in the drafting of the Fines and Recoveries Act—work “ not 
marred by what are called ‘amendments’ made in its passage through the 
legislatur und work for which, as Mr. Joshua Williams recorded in the 
Letters to John Bull,” Brodie received no remuneration at all. “It 
ipied the learned framer nearly a twelvemonth in its preparation. 
He was obliged to neglect his ordinary clients in order to give his mind to 
this great work It consequently inflicted a blow on his practice from 
which, I believe, it never completely recovered; for his clients, seeing 
they could not get their papers attended to, took them elsewhere.” And 
this was repeated when Wolstenholme, with extraordinary skill and car 
drafted tl nve incing and Settled Land Acts The Government 
ur, but made no re see the remark 
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n the Acts. Apparently this 
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v beimminentin R 


are reprodu 
lition of his book « 

its towards th 
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The Story of Newfoundland. 


or NEWrouNDLAND. By Lord Birkenneap. New and 

tion. Horace Marshall & Son, 125, Fleet-st., E.C. 5s. 
['wo-and-twenty years ago the enterprise of Horace Marshall & Son 
roduced an excellent series of small books known as the “ Story of the 
One of these, that relating to Newfoundland, was written 


Dp 
Empire Series,”’ 
I 


va young member of the bar, just called and seeking diligently a practice 


City of Liverpool, Mr. F. E. Smith. Nearly a quarter of 
Messrs. Horace Marshall & Son have reissued that book 
+ new and revised form; Lord Birkenhead, for so Mr. K E. Smith 
ome, now re-edits the child of his youth from 
ound of the Woolsack. It isan admirable little book, very lucid, 
very interes r,and full of valuable information. There is * scholarly) 
h mark it for the days when Mr. Smith had just ceased 
if Wadham, and before the turmoilof a practical career in 
had expelled from his mind the tendency towards detailed 
h which once it seems to have possessed, Particularly 
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re question, 


in his native 


» century later, 


a in the vuurse of time he 


the vantage g 


note about 


n the ae 





Books of the Week. 


ile \ Treatise on the Law of Sale of Personal Property, 
to the French Code and Civil Law. By Jupan Puivir 
jarrister-at-Law. 6th Edition By Wavrer CHARLES ALAN 
Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 
Restriction.—The Increase of ‘Rent 
Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, with Introduction, Notes, 
und the Text of the Repealed Acta. $y ARCHIBALD 
2nd Edition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 
Hadden’s Overseer’s Handbook. By W. H. 
aw. 4th Edition. Hadden, Best & Co. 15s. net. 
India. By A. W. 
M.P.C., D.P.H. 


Barrister-at-Law. 638. net. 
Mortgage Interest 


5s. net 


DuMspay, 


it-Law. 


Overseck-Wricut, M.D. 
Bailliére, Tindall & Cox. 


ina Lunacy in 
(Psye d.), M.B., Ch.B., 
21s 
Comy ive Law.—The Journal of Comparative Legislation and 
International Law. Edited for The Society of Comparative Legislation. 
Joun Macponey, K.C.B., LL.D., F.B.A., and C. E. A. Bepwe.u. 
Jrd Series, Vol. LL, Part 1, January, 1921. Also Index to Vol. Il. Society 
f Comparative Legislation. 6s. ; 


hy Sir 








Executors and Administrators.—A Treatise on the Law of Executorg 
and Administrators. By The Right Honourable Sir Epwarp Vavenay 
WILuiaMs (late one of the Judges of Her Majesty's Court of Common Pleas). 
lith Edition by Sypney Epwarp Wit.iaMs, Barrister-at-Law, assisted 
by H. lortimer, B.A., LL.D., 4 


Barrister-at-Law. 2 
Stevens & Sons, Ltd.; Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. £5 net. 
rkmen'’s Compen 


CLIFFORD Vols, 


Ww 
vY 


my sation, Workmen's Compensation and Insurance 
Part 3 with Annotated Digest. Edited by W.A. G. Woops, 
Annotated Index by GiLBert Stone, Barrister. 
Ltd.; Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. Annual 


Reports, 1920. 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
it-Law. Stevens & Sons, 
Subscription 25s. 

Excess Profits.—The Excess Profits Duty, the Excess Mineral Rights 
Duty, and the Corporation Profits Tax. (The Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, 
Part IIL; The Finance Act, 1916, Part IIL; The Finance Act, 1917, Part II; 
The Finance Act, 1918, Part IIL; The Finance Act, 1919, Part IV, and 
The Finance Act, 1920, Part IV and Part V.) By A. M. Lanapon, K.C, 
{th Edition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 10s. net. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
Court of Appeal. 


WILES. No. 2. Ist, 2nd and 20th December. 
SLaANDER—-NO APPEARANCE TO Whrit—Inter- 
Wait or [Nourry To Suerir¥ TO Assess DAmMaces 


IRREGULARITY 


23), 3. 3 


SMYTHE + 
Practice—ActTION 
LOCUTORY JUDGMENT 
with A Jury—No APPLICATION BY SUMMONS FOR JURY 
or Nuuirry—Watver— Juries Act, 1918 (8 & 9 Geo. 5, ce. 

K.S.C, Orp. 36, r. 6 (A). 

On the hearing of an action for damages for slander, the defendant failed 
to appear, and a writ of inquiry was issued in the ordinary form to the Sheriff 
¢ mmanding him “ by the oath of twelve good and lawful men” of his bailiwick 
damages. At the hearing the defendant appeared by counsel, 
The jury awarded £5 damages, for which amount with costs, judgment was 
duly signed. The defendant appealed, really with the object of getting the 
writ of inquiry set aside, but his notice of appeal merely asked for a new trial 
or judgment, with an incidental request that the verdict and judgment should 
be set aside. The ground of the appeal was that no order for a jury had been 
obtained, as was now required by the Juries Act, 1918, and Order 36, r. 6 (a). 


to assess the 


Held (Atkin, L. J., dissenting), that there were no merits in the appeal, 
nor was it a case in which the Court by way of indulgence should exerewe 
any jurisdiction it might have over the verdict and judgment. On the question 
whether the omission to apply by summons for a jury could be treated as 
an irregularity or as rendering the inquiry void, the majority of the Court 
were of opinion that it amounted to an irregularity capable of being waived, 
and that it had been waived by the appellant. The appeal therefore failed. 


ATKIN, L.J. By s. 2 of the Juries Act, 1918, an order of the Court ora 
judge is made necessary before a writ of inquiry can issue. No such application 
was made in the present case, and therefore, the proceedings were without 
jurisdiction, and the appeal should sv.eezed. 


Appeal by the defendant in an action for slander ; tried before the Under- 
Sheriff of the County of York, and a common jury, at Leeds. No appearance 
was entered to the writ and interlocutory judgment was signed in default 
of appearance on April 16, 1920. A precipe for a writ of inquiry was handed 
in, and a writ of inquiry was issued on April 27, 1920, directed to the Sheriff 
of the County of York, commanding him in the ordinary form “ by the 
oaths of twelve good and lawful men of the Bailiwick,’’ to inquire what 
damages the plaintiff was entitled to recover under the judgment. The 
date of the hearing was fixed for May 11. On May 6, the appellant's 
solicitor issued a summons for particulars of the claim, and an order was 
made for delivery of the particulars within twenty-four hours. On May 7, 
the appellant’s solicitor issued a summons for an order that the writ of 
inquiry should be set aside, on the ground that no direction had been 
obtained from the Practice Master or District Registrar with regard to 
the place of trial. That summons was dismissed, as was also an objection 
that there was no jurisdiction, because no order for a jury had been obtained. 
The matter went on for trial, and witnesses were examined. The jury 
awarded £5, for which amount and for costs to be taxed judgment was 
signed on May 13, 1920. Notice of appeal to the Court of Appeal was given 
on June 22, the appellant asking for judgment or a new trial, it being 
incidental only that a request was added that the verdict and judgment 
should be set aside. Cur adv vult. 


sanKes, L.J., in dismissing the appeal, said that an application for 3 
new trial where damages had been assessed upon a writ of inquiry before a 
sheriff and a jury was properly made to this Court (Radam’s Microbe Killer 
v. Leather, 1892, 1 Q.B. 85). Upon the hearing of such an application 
the court had all such powers as were exerciseable by it upon the hearing © 
an appeal (Order 39, r. 2). Undoubtedly therefore, it was within the 
power of the court to do part of what the appellant asked for in his notice 
of appeal; but whether the court should exercise that power was & Very 
different question. There were no merits in the appeal, and while the 
appellant was entitled to his rights he was not entitled to any indulgence ; 
and in his lordship’s opinion it would be an indulgence which ought not © 
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be granted if he were allowed any portion of what he asked for by his notice 
of appeal. The application was a request for a new trial, or alternatively 
for judgment. It was incidental only to that relief that the request was 
added that the verdict and judgment entered for the plaintiff might be set 
aside. That was asked on the ground that no order for a jury had been 
obtained as required by the Juries Act, 1918, and Order 36, r. 6 (a). Under 
another form, and on different grounds the application was really to get 
indirectly the relief which he failed to get directly when he applied to 
the District Registrar on 7th May, to set aside the writ of enquiry. The 
appellant's proper course was to seek his remedy in the King’s Bench 
Division, and this Court should not by way of indulgence exercise its 
jurisdiction over the verdict and judgment obtained by the Plaintiff. This 
view of the case rendered it unnecessary to express any opinion upon the 
extremely difficult question of whether the omission to apply by summons 
for a jury was an irregularity capable of being dealt with under Order 70, 
r. 2, or whether the omission deprived the sheriff of any jurisdiction to hold 
the inquiry. The question between a nullity and an irregularity had been 
the subject of discussion from early times. The authorities left it extremely 
difficult to define the distinction between an irregularity and a nullity. See 
Chitty’s Practice, 14 Edw., 445. The principle there laid down would seem 
the only possible way of reconciling the decision in Hamp-Adams v. Hall, 
55 Sov. J., 647, (1911, 2 K.B., 942), with Lloyd v. Great Western and 
Metropolitan Dairies, 51 Sou. J., 530 (1907, 1 K.B., 727). In the present 
case the appellant's solicitor was aware on 7th May that no leave had been 
obtained for a jury, and therefore the appellant must be taken to have 
waived any irregularity in the proceedings, if, what had occurred, was an 
irregularity capable of being waived. He thought the provision introduced 
by the Juries Act for the benefit of the public could not, according to the 
general rule, be waived. The statute placed the duty of prescribing how 
the necessary leave was to be obtained upon the Rule Committee. They 
introduced Order 36, r. 6 (a), which required the necessary leave to be 
obtained by summons. The omission in the present case, and the only 
omission, was the failure to take out the summons, because had the summons 
been taken out the order must have been made. This Court in dealing with 
the present application, was not quite in the same position as a Court of 
King’s Bench dealing with an application for a prohibition as in Farquhason 
vy. Morgan (1894, 1 K.B. 552), for they had no jurisdiction to deal directly 
with the writ of inquiry or with any further proceeding upon it. The 
question was one of considerable difficulty, but in the very special cireum 
stances of this case the court, if it were necessary to give a decision on the 
point, should and could consistently with the decisions in this court, say that 
the omission to take out the summons was an irregularity which was capable 
of being, and had been, waived. 

Arkin, L.J., dissented. The first question was whether the sheriff had 
jurisdiction. He was clearly of opinion that he had not. Before the 
Juries Act, 1918, the plaintiff would have been entitled, as of course, to have 
a writ of inquiry sealed directing the sheriff to summon a jury to assess 
the damages. The writ would have been sealed on a precipe handed in 
by the plaintiff, and no leave was required. Section 2 of the Juries Act 
enacts a direct prohibition against issuing such a writ without leave, and 
therefore interposed the necessity for an order of the court or a judge before 
the writ of inquiry could be granted. The legislation had altered the old 
practice, and there must now be a determination by a judicial authority 
before the writ could issue. No such order was applied for, and the writ 
in this case was therefore issued in violation of a statutory prohibition, 
the issue was illegal, and the writ was wholiy inoperative. 

Youncer. L.J., read a judgment substantially agreeing with Bankks, L.J. 
Appeal dismissed. Counset, for the appellant, W. Briggs; for the 
respondent, J. B. Matthews, K.C., and J. H. Macdonald. Soxicrrors, 
Joseph Nahbarr , for Ben Ww, Pr arlman, Hull; J. dD. Arthur, for Maw & 
Redman, Hull. 


[Reported by ERSKINe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
In re SUTTON’S CONTRACT. P. 0. 29th November 


RENT-CHARGE 


Lawrence, J. 


Venpor aNp PurcHaser—Setriep * SETTLEMENT ”’ 


“Tenant For Lire ’-—CoONSIDERATION OTHER THAN Casit—SeTTLeD 

Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 38), 5. 2, s-ss. (1) and (5), s. 4, s-s. (1). 

A rent-charqe was limited by will to trustees, vho were ippointe 1 trustees for 
the purposes of the Nettled Land Acts. and ult mately to the use that if 1 should 


should, after the death of A and hia futher, 
limited to the trustees for a | 

aforesaid, the rent-« 
wlions for th 
and, subject thereto, th 
"9 father was dead, 


die in the lifetime of his wife, she 
d the rent-ch rge u 


and, 


receive a jounture, a? 
was limited to 
children of AaaaA 


rent-ch rge was limit 


securing the jointure, subject as 
ther trustees for f 
hould by deed or will appoint, 


1 to the use of A in fee simple. A 


lerm of years lo aeccure 


and he had had children and had exercised power of appo finent 
marriage of two of them. 
Held, by virtue of s. 2, a-e. (1) and (5), of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 


1) « 

A had th powers of a tenant for life 
Ia re Monckton (1917, 1 Ch. 224) followed. 

the best price that could reasonably 

of the 1882 Act, the vendor 

deration as yood as cash— 


Held further, provided the price paid was 
be obtained in accordance with x & on Gib 
need not sell for cash, but might ell for a mn 
in this case for consoles. 
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DEFECT. 
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Full information of Mr. H, HOWARD, Secretary, 14-16, Ludgate Hill, 
London, E.0.4. Telephone : 5297 City. 
This w t vendor and irchaser summons to determine whether the 
vendor was entitled to exercise the powers of sale conferred on a tenant 
for life by the Settled Land Acts, and whether, if he was so entitled, he 
could sell for any consideration other thancash. ‘The facts were as follows : 
In 1855, Sir Richard Sutton died, having by his will given to trustees a 
arly ent f £10,000 ch lon his London estates to the use of his 
st Richard, for life, with remainder to the use of his sons in 
rae itv in tai , with remainder to the use of his third son, 
Fran f fe. with lilar remainder to the use of his sons in tail male, 
v mainder t ind the testator devised the London estates (subject 
to the rent-charge) to the use of his eldest son, John, for life, with similar 
r 1inder to the u f his sons in tail male, with remainder to the use 
f Richard for life, with remainder to the use of his sons, and so on, in 
ra f seniority in tail male, with remainders over. And the testator 
lec] { that if the London estates should devolve on his second son, or 
uN ther son, for an estate for life, then the limitation of the rent-charge 
for the benefit of such son or his issue should determine, and the rent-charge 
ild d lve upon the person or persons next in remainder. By a codicil 
the testator charged the rent-charge with certain sums as portions for the 
i r children of his son Richard, and limited a term to trustees for 
iri he same, and this sum was raised by mortgage of the rent-charge 
and ti term In 1873 the testator’s eldest son John died without issuc . 
ind thereupon Richard succeeded to the London estates and the rent-charge 
d lved upon Francis for life, with remainder to his only son Francis 
I ard in tail mal In 1879, Francis Richard disentailed, with the 
ns t of his father, the protector, ind barred his estate tail in the rent 
charg Francis Richard al ultimately became beneficially entitled to 
the rt lebt, and the debt and securities were kept ilive and vested 
in trust f his benetit In ISS], by his marriage settlement, to which 
his father was a party, Francis Richard and his father limited the rent 
har ibject to the mortgage, to a trustee for the payment of an annual 
im to him during the joint lives of himself and his father, and, subject 
the _ to the use of his father in restoration of his former life estate, and 
ifter s death (which had happened) to the use that if Francis Richard 
should die in the lifetime of his wife she should, after the death of the 
su r of himself and his father, receive during her life a certain jointure 
n ha harged upon the rent-charge, and the rent-charge was limited 
» trustees for a term of years to secure such jointure, and, subject as 
afore id, the rent-charge was limited to ither trustees for a term of years 
to raise portions for his children as he should by deed or will appoint, and, 
subject thereto, to the use of himself in fee simple. Francis Richard had 
had four children, and had exercised his power of appointment in favour 
if two of them on their marriages The trustees of the [SSI settlement 
had been appointed trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acta. 
Frat Richard had now ntracted as having the powers of a 
ten for life under the Settled Land Act to sell the rent-charge 
t the | t truster f th will of Sir Richard Sutton for the 
4 f £420,000 f cor le. The purchasers were willing purchasers, 
bu hit he protection f the court as to whether he had the 
t ll in such capacity. They also wished to know if they could 
iV wols, instead of for ish, thus saving brokerage on the sale 
and tment 
P.O. Law ‘ J.. after stating the fact nd going through the title, 
said: | judgr th transaction can be carried out. Francis 
Ricl ntitled t I the powers of sale conferred on a tenant 
f f by virtu f » 1) and >), f the Settled Land 
\ [882 I follow In VW ip On the second point, I have 
t n holding that he may sell for the consideration mentioned 
in ntract, and that ! ls are as good as cash COUNSEI Jenkina, 
K¢ d B. Leveraon;: ¢ PrP. & j Souticirors : Clarke and Square; 
Ye j yn, Bea ad A 


(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 


Lush, and McCardie, JJ. 16th December, 1920. 


CHIVERTON v. EDE. 


LANDLORD AND TeNANT—Recovery or Possession—LanNpLorp Ex. 
Service Man REASONABLE * ACCOMMODATION—FamILY—LopGERS 
FurRNITURE—JUDGMENT FOR DEFENDANT—INDORSEMENT OF PLAIN 


vor Mesn& Prorrrs—PAayMeEnt into Court—No Dewntat or LiaBILITY 

ORDER TO PAY OvuT or Court TO DereNnDANT—INCREASE OF RENT AND 

MortoaGce Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920 (10 & 11 Geo. V,c. 17) 

8. 5, 8-8. (1) (f)—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 107 

County Court 12 (1). 

The * reasonable odation”’ that the landlord has to provide under 
4. 5, aa. (1) (f) of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest ( Restrictions) 
Act, 1920, muat take into account, not only the tenant, but her family, and 
it may include lodgers ; and the amount of furniture which the tenant may 
necd is one of the circumstances in the discretion of the court. 


{ULEs, O. 9, r. 


accom 


In an action in the county court for the recovery of possession of a dwe lling- 
the plaint note included a claim for meane profits, and the de fe ndant 
Judgment was 


house, 
paid the amount claimed into court without de nying liability. 
given in the action for the de fe ndant. 

Held (per Lush, J.), that the county court judge, in making an order that 
the money paid into court should be paid out to the defendant, was wrong ; 
and that the money should have been made payable to the plaintiff. 

Per McCardie, J., that the judge's order was right. 


Appeal from the Southampton County Court. The action was to recover 
possession of a dwelling-house, No. 51 Newcombe Road, Southampton, of 
which the defendant was tenant on a monthly tenancy at £2 3s. 4d. a 
month. The plaintiff also claimed £20 4s, 5d.as mesne profits, calculated 
at the rate of £2 3s. 4d. a month from Ist November, 1919 (up to which 
date the rent had been paid) until the date of the hearing or judgment. 
On that date the tenancy had been determined by due notice. The plaintiff 
had been in the Royal Air Service, and was demobilised on 19th April, 1919. 
Before joining up he had rented a house, and lived in it with his wife, 
but on entering the service he had to break up his home, and store his 
furniture ; and his wife went to live with her parents. On demobilisation 
he was unable to obtain a house, and on Ist September, 1919, he purchased 
the above mentioned No. 51 Newcombe Road, a six-roomed house, which 
he bought to live in. The defendant, a widow, who had a son and daughter 
living with her, was tenant of the house ; and she was accustomed to take 
lodgers, who occupied such parts of the house as she did not require for 
herself and her own family. The plaintiff informed her of his purchase of 
the house, and asked her to allow him to have two unfurnished rooms with 
part use of the bathroom and kitchen. The defendant would not consent 
to this, and notice to quit was given by the plaintiff, which expired on 
Ist November, 1919; and the rent was paid up to that date. On 2nd July, 
1920, the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, 
came into force, and the plaintiff endeavoured to make an arrangement 
with the defendant, but without effect, and the plaintiff began the action 
to recover possession on 26th July, 1920. On 29th July, 1920 the defen- 
dant’s solicitor wrote to the plaintiff saying that it was impossible to make 
room in the house for anyone else, as the defendant had in family herself 
a daughter, a son, and a man and wife lodgers. On 3rd August, 1920, 
the defendant paid into court £19 10s., being the amount of the plaintiff's 
claim for mesne profits, less 14s. 5d., that amount being made up of 
£2 3s. 4d. a month to Ist August, 1920, and not to the date of hearing ; 
and nothing was paid in for court fees or solicitor’s costs. The money 
was paid in without a defence of tender being raised, or any denial of 
liability. At the hearing of the action on 10th August, 1920, the defendant 
stated that she received 32s. a week from the lodgers for two furnished 
rooms, attendance, fire and light,and that she had the house fully furnished. 
The county court judge gave judgment for the defendant, being of opinion 
that the accommodation which would be left for the tenant, if the plaintiff 
succeeded, was not inthe circumstances reasonably sufficient, as required by 
a. 5, «a. (1) (f), of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) 
Act, 1920, and that an order, which would necessarily break up the household 
as it existed, and oblige defendant to send some of her furniture to a 
warehouse, would not be justified. He thought the house was undesirably 
full already, it was used as it had been for a considerable time, and the 
letting of lodgings had not been started to defeat the plaintiff. The county 
court judge also ordered that the sum of £19 10s. paid into court by the 
defendant should be paid out to her, on the ground that the plaintiff's 
claim had not been made for rent, but for mesne profits, and that, as his 
judgment was for the defendant on the claim for possession, the order for 
payment out of the money paid into court seemed to follow as a matter 
of course. The plaintiff appealed against the judgment and the order. 
S. 5, ss. (1) (f/f), of the Rent and Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920, provides that: ‘* No order or judgment for the 
recovery of possession of any dwelling-house . . . shall be made or given 
unless (infer alia) (f) the landlord became the landlord after service in any 
of His Majesty's forces during the war, and requires the house for his 
personal occupation and offers the tenant accommodation on reasonable 
terms in the same dwelling-house, such accommodation being considered 
by the court as reasonably sufficient in the circumstances.” 


Increase of 
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Lusu, J., in giving judgment, said, that it had been contended for the 
appellant that the county court judge had exercised his discretion on 
erroneous grounds; that he was not entitled to ask himself whether the 
accommodation offered was suflicient both for the tenant and for a number 
of other persons in the house ; and that he was thus misdirecting himself 
as to the meaning of s, 5. But the accommodation must allow for the 
members of the family of the tenant. The section must be taken to 
mean that the accommodation was sufficient for the tenant, and those who 
lived with him. It was said also, however, that the tenant ought not to 
fill the rooms with her furniture. The judge found that the defendant 
wanted the house in order to let furnished lodgings, and he asked himself 
whether, as he had a discretion, it would be reasonable to make the order 
which would have the effect of depriving the tenant of her means of 
livelihood. He (Lush, J.) did not see that in coming to that conclusion 
the county court judge was acting inconsistently with any principle of law. 
The next matter had given rise to a curious dispute between the parties, 
The plaintiff did not claim for rent, but for mesne profits, and the defendant, 
by a slip, paid in what was the full amount of the rent due without either 
admitting or denying liability. When the judge gave judgment for the 
defendant he ordered the money to be paid out to her. The plaintiff 
contended that an order ought to have been made to pay out the money 
to him, as the defendant must be taken to have admitted his claim to 
that sum. In s, 107 of the County Courts Act, under which money is 
paid into court, there were no similar words to those in the High Court 
ules, which provided that money paid into court should be paid out to 
the plaintiff unless the court otherwise ordered. The defendant paid what 
was the exact amount of rent owing, and nothing for costs, while the 
section enabled the defendant to pay into court such sum of money in full 
satisfaction of the demand, and costs up to the time of payment (Order 9, 
rule 12 (1)). The defendant did not deny liability, and it necessarily 
followed that she paid the money in admitting the cause of action in respect 
of which the payment was made ; she thus admitted she owed it in respest 
of mesne profits. The plaintiff, instead of taking the money out-of court, 
elected to proceed with his action, and he recovered no more in money 
than the defendant had paid into court. 8S, 107 provided that if the 
plaintiff elected to proceed and should recover “a less sum, he shall pay 
to the defendant the costs incurred by him in the action after such 
payment.’ It did not say anything about costs prior to such payment; 
there, again, differing from the High Court Rules. The defendant con- 
tended that s. 107 only meant the money should be paid to the plaintiff 
if he wanted to take it out before judgment. But if the defendant, even 
by inadvertence, paid the money into court, thus admitting the cause of 
action, it could only belong to the person to whose use it was paid. The 
defendant also contended that as s, 107 provided that costs should be 
paid when payment was made into court, and the defendant paid nothing 
in respect of costs, the payment into court was bad. But it was impossible 
that the payment was bad under s. 107; and being a good 
payment in, and the section saying that the money should be paid out 
to the plaintiff, the judge ought to have ordered this. The dispute did 
not affect costs in the slightest degree, because they were in the discretion 
of the judge, and he gave costs to the defendant. If the defendant were 
not willing to repay the money, or to give an undertaking to pay it, the 
court might make an order to refund it to the plaintiff, but this was 
unnecessary, as the money had been tendered to the plaintiff, and he had 
an undertaking. The appeal on the claim for possession ought to be 


to say 


dismissed, with costs. 
McCarpre, J., was of the same opinion as regarded the dismissal of the 
but as to the order made by the county 


appeal on the claim for possession, 
was right in making the order he did in 


court judge, he thought the judge 
favour of the defendant. 

{ Note.—The result of this difference of opinion on the order made by the 
county court judge as to payment out of court to the defendant leaves 
the judge’s order standing. | 

Counset, Du Parcq, for the appellant ; 
dent. Sorscrrors, 7. F. Peacock, Fisher & Chavasse 
Southampton ; Nicholis & Co. for Emanucl & Emanuel, 

{Reported by G. H. Knorr, Barrister-at-Law.) 
Errata. 
’ - ; , 23 ine 13; for **battis” 

In Fife Coal Co., Lid. v. Sharp, (ante. p. 239), line 13; 
read oe and in Archibald Ruasell, Ltd. v. Corser, (ibid.) under 
Agents, for W. & J. Burnen W.S., read W. & J. Burness, W.5. 


Rayner Goddard, for the respon- 
for F. G. Warne, 
Southampton. 
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New Orders; &c. 


County of London Quarter Sessions. 


Scheme of the London County Council for regulating the holding of Courts 
of Quarter Sessions for the County of London, as provided by section 42 (7) 
of the Local Government Act, 1888. 


Part I.—GENERAL. 


1. The provisions of the Act II, Geo. IV, and 1 Will. IV, cap. 79, as to the 
times for holding Quarter Sessions shall not apply to the County of London. 
2. Quarter Sessions shall be held at Newington in the months of January, 
a. July and October in every year, and the first Sessions held in each 
those months shall be General Quarter Sessions. 

3. Adjourned Quarter Sessions shall be held at Newington for all such 
business as aforesaid in each of the months aforesaid, and in all the other 
months of the year at intervals of not less than two weeks or more than three 
weeks after the beginning of each preceding Quarter Sessions or adjourned 
Quarter Sessions. 

4. In the month of November of every year the Clerk of the Peace shall 
prepare a list showing the days to be fixed for the Sessions to be heid during 
the ensuing year, in accordance with the foregoing provisions. In the 
list so to be prepared special days shall be appointed for hearing appeals. 
Such list shall be laid before the November Sessions, and shall be revised 
and settled at such Sessions, and be printed and issued by the Clerk of the 
Peace; and Sessions in accordance with such list, when so revised and 
settled, shall be held during the year. 

5. The Sessions so fixed shall, so far as practicable, be continued from 
day to day, until the business to be dealt with at such Sessions is com- 
pleted. And it shall be the duty of the justices to take the steps necessary 
to secure that there shall be as many Courts sitting at the same time as may 
be required for the discharge of the business with proper expedition. For this 

pose, in addition to the Courts presided over by the Chairman and the 
Deputy Chairman, there may be, on the direction of the London County 
Council, with the approval of the Secretary of State, in pursuance of 
Section 42 (6) of the Local Government Act, 1888, a third Court, and, if 
necessary, a fourth Court, each to be presided over by one of the justices. 
Any of the above-mentioned Courts may be held at the same time, and, 
subject to the provisions of this Scheme, shall be so held whenever necessary 
to prevent delay in the disposal of pending business. 

6. It shall be the duty of the justices to take care that these provisions 
for the disposal of business shall, so far as is reasonably practicable, be 
strictly observed. Neverthelees, a commital for trial or recognisance shall 
not be invalidated, nor shall the power of the Sessions be affected by any 
disregard of the provisions of this Scheme, as to the place or time of trial, 
and every Court of Sessions held in and for the County of London, at what- 
ever place or time such Court is held, shall have complete power to hear, 
determine and dispose of any case or matter arising in the said county, 
notwithstanding an objection that such case or matter ought to be, or had 
been, heard and determined at the Sessions held at another place, or at 
another time. 

7. Every Court of Sessions of the Peace, and every adjournment thereof, 
shall have the same jurisdiction in every respect, including the power of 
hearing and determining appeals, as if such Court were Quarter Sessions and 
every Sessions shall, as circumstances require, be deemed to be Quarter 
or adjourned Quarter Sessions, and, if held simultaneously, to be divided 
Courts of the same Sessions. 


Part IIl.—APreaLs UNDER THE VALUATION (METROPOLIS) 
Act, 1869. 

1. At every adjourned January Quarter Sessions, sittings of the Court 
shall be fixed to hear appeals under the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. 

2. Such sittings shall begin not earlier than the lst of February then next 
ensuing, and shall be so arranged as to enable the Court to determine all 
appeals (except where a valuation list or valuation is ordered) before the 
ensuing 3lst of March. 

3. The Court shall at the same Sessions appoint, with the consent of the 
Ministry of Health, a clerk and other persons to assist the Court in the 
performance of their duties under the Act. 

4. Appeals may be heard at any place authorised for the time being 
for holding Quarter Sessions for the County of London, or in the City of 
London, or at one or both of such places, at the same time, or at different 
times, as the Court shall from time to time determine. 

5. At every adjourned April Quarter Sessions the Court shall assign the 
femuneration (subject to the approval of the Ministry of Health) of the clerk 
and other officers appointed as aforesaid for the year ended the 31st of 
March then last past. 

6. A separate account shall be kept of the expenses incurred by the 
Court in respect of the exercise of its jurisdiction under the Valuation 
(Metropolis) Act, 1869, and such account, made up to the 31st of March in 
every year, shall be submitted to and be examined by the Court at the 
ensuing adjourned April Quarter Sessions. 

7. Such account, when approved by the Court, shall be submitted by the 
Clerk of the Court for such audit as the Ministry of Health may direct, with 
& View to the same, when audited, being paid in the manner prescribed 


by the Valuation (Metr ypolis) Act, 1869. 











TO TRUSTEES 


AND OTHERS. 


q A Full Trustee Investment 
“at 6} per cent. per annum 
repayable at par at death or 
at expiration of 21 years. 
Commission to Agents. 








The HASTINGS COUNTY 
BOROUGH COUNCIL are 
prepared to receive Loans 
on the above terms. 





FULL PARTICULARS APPLY: 
‘BOROUGH ACCOUNTANT, 
HASTINGS. 

















This Scheme shall come into operation on the [st of January, 1921, and 
shall continue in force until otherwise determined. 

Dated this 21st day of December, 1920. 
Sealed by Order. 

(Signed) James Brrp, (L.8.) 
Clerk of the London County Council. 
I hereby approve the foregoing Scheme. 

(Signed) E. Shortt, 
One of His Majesty's Principal Secretaries of State. 


27th December. [Gaze tle, 7th Jan. 


Ministry of Food Order. 
THE EGGS (DESCRIPTION ON SALE) ORDER 1920. 


The Food Controller hereby orders as follows : 
1. A person shall not sell or offer or expose for sale, whether by wholesale 
or retail, as fresh eggs or new laid eggs or uhder any description of which 


the words “ fresh’ or “ new laid ’’ form part, any eggs which have been 
imported into the United Kingdom, unless the word “imported” or the 
name of the country of origin also forms part of the description. 

2. Infringements of this Order are summary offences under the Ministry 
of Food (Continuance) Act, 1920. 

3. The Eggs (Prices) Order, 1919, as amended and the Egg (Restriction) 
Order, 1918 [S.R. & O., 1919, No. 1686, 1920, No. 1972 and 1918, No. 200], 
are hereby revoked, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect 
of any contravention thereof. 

4. This Order may be cited as The Eggs (Description on Sale) Order, 
1920, and shall come into force on 3rd January, 1921. 

30th December. 

THE ANGLO-GERMAN ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL, 

The mixed Arbitral Tribunal established between Great Britain and 
Germany, under Article 304 of the Treaty of Versailles, has, 7'he T'imes 
announces, been constituted and will begin work at 21, St. James's-square, 
8.W.1, at the end of this month. The president of the tribunal is Professor 
Eugene Borel, a Swiss jurist, and Professor of Public and International Law 
in the University of Geneva, who will arrive in London at the end of this 
week. The British member is Mr. R. E. L. Vaughan Williamas, K.C., of 
Lincoln's Inn, and the German member is Dr. Adolph Nicolaus Zacharius, 
President of the Hanseatic Supreme Provincial Court. The British Govern- 
ment has provided a Court for the meetings of the tribunal, and an office 
for the Secretariat at 21, St. James’s-square. The joint secretaries are 
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—_— 
Mr. Harold Russell, barrister-at-law, appointed by the Foreign Office, and | Mr. Hu ep hairman of the Council), in submitting the annual statement, = 
Dr. Hesse, appointed by the German Government. — tribunals ve | said that the Council had been approached on behalf of a deserving body 
been establi 1 in connexion with the other Allied countries; an "the barristers cl rks. The Council recommended that wherever a clerk was 
Japanese-German tribunal will sit in London, as will > » tribunals repre- | not receiving a fair living wage, the circumstances should be taken into The 
senting the Liberian and the Haytiar 1 Re publics, A great partofthe work of | consideration, and that, as far as possible, his remuneration should be the Le 
the tribunal isto decide disputes asa to r. bts under Article 296o0f the Treaty increased to a reasonable amount. Cartis 
between debtor and creditor, r between the British and the German W. E. 
clearing offices Under Article 297 the tribunal can determine compensa = Tne Poole 2 
tion to be paid by Germany in respect of damags or injury inflicted on the r . £505 
property ghta, and int a of Brit sh nationals in Ge rman territory, as | rhe Law Society. were ad 
they existed on Iat Aug ist, 1914 m Other matters within its jurisdi u n GENERAL MEETING. and otk 
are set out in Articles 299, 300, 302, 304, 305 and 310 of the Treaty. Printed 
copies of the rules of procedure can be obtained on appli ation to the A Special General Meeting of the Members of the Society will be held 
Secretariat, and they should be read in conjunction with the Provisions in the Hall of the Society, on Friday, the 28th January, at 2 o'clock. 
of the Treaty of Pe Order, 1919 (64 Sox. J. 36). The place and time of The President will move a vote of thanks to Sir Walter Trower for his 
sitting will be determined by the president. Some cases will be tried in services as Chairman of the Finance Committee during the past eighteen 
London and others may be heard in Germany or elsewhere, as the con years. The ! 
venience of the parties or witnesses may require. The decisions of the Mr. E. A. Bell, London, will move : for 1924 
tribun ul will be fina It i not yet known what number of British claims That the Council be instructed to consider and report to the Sv« iety, Everard 
will be ule, but each case that is presented will be heard in public hether in the interests of justice and for expediency, the names of was “ T 
Soli rs proposed by Local and/or Municipal Authorities for appoint and the 
ROYAL COMMISSION ment to public salaried offices, should be previously submitted to the to the m 
‘ Council for approval ? 
Frre Losses. , 
The King, on the recommendation of the Home Secretary, has approved 
the appointment of a Royal Commission to inquire into the existing The Newcastle-upon-Tyne Incorporated Law 
prov for 1) The avoidance of loss from fire, including the regulations 
dealing with truction of buildings, dangerous processes, ! fire risks | Soc iety. Th 
generally, tl art ments f inquiry and research and for furnishis The Fiftieth Ordinary Meeting of the Society, being also the ninety. 
information | adv to publi ithorities ar thers on matters relatir uurth anniversary of its institution, was held in the Society's Library 
to fire pr nt 1 (2) The ext tion of outbreaks of fire, i i tie n 14th December, 1920, when the President, Mr. J. R. Roberts, occupied F 
tt maintenar ranization, ment, and training of Fire Brigades | the chair. The Annual Report and Balance Sheet of the Society were The Di 
in Great Br 1 report ther ar snd if so what, chan ure passed. The membership of the Society numbers 196. the follow 
Way pee whets , ryatene- _ r otherwise, in order to secure On the subject of the Natioral Federation of Law Clerks the following > = 
the beat 1 } | tection of life | property against risks from fire, due | : ’ e ‘ ee ‘i Manager, 
! wrdl bein ail ty nsiderat I ¢ ! V aa well a f etheren . lutions were carried nem. con. Actuary | 
The Comm | be comy 1 as follow The Hon. Sir Perceval | 1. That in the opinion of this general meeting it is not desirable t Mr. F. 
Maitland La K.C.M< ( j ' Mr. J. T. Burns, secretary and form a joint council of representatives of this Society and of the local Actuary. 
late P ler f the Professional Fi Brigades’ Association : Sir Vincent branch of the National Federation of Law Clerks. Mr. Wi 
H. P. Caillard. tor of Meaars. Vi rs, Limited: Mr Arthur L. Dixon, | 2. That copies of the foregoing resolution be sent to the Secretary Manager « 
C.F Assist t tarv, Home Office Sir Maurice Fitzmaurice, C.M.G., of the Law Society, the Secretary of the Associated Provincial Law since Ist . 
F.R.S., consulting e1 r, former hief engineer to the London County Societies, and the Secretary of the local branch of the Federation. Member 0 
Council; Captain Vivian Leonard Henderson, M.C., M.P.; & Joseph 3. That such copies be accompanied by the following statement : Mr. Geox 
KE. Petavel, K. BLE, D.Se., FLRS., Director of National Physical I f t On the 16th November five delegates from the Federation met a df the So 
Mr. Hen Peters, J.P... President of the National Fire Brigades’ A it- | gub-committee of five members of this Society (including the President, 
tron Lieutenant-Commander Sir Sampson Sladen, K.B.E., R.N., formerly Mr. .J. R. Roberts) at the «Society's rooms and asked this Society te 
Chief Officer of the London Fire Brigade; Mr. H Stilgoe, M.LC.E., | join with the local branch of the Federation in forming a joint council. 
Chief Engineer, Metropolitan Water Board, President of the Institute of ent 
Muni | sl and ¢ ntv Engineer snd Lieutenant-Colonel Guy Symond The del gates stated that the objects of the prope sal were zenerally 
D.8.0. In addition t vill be renresentatis £ the County Councils to improve the status and remuneration of law clerks and particularly Messrs. ' 
(ss n, the A stion of M ipal Corporations, and of the Fir to establish a scale of remuneration graded according to length of service. Snew voli 
Offi ( itt The names of these representatives will be announced In answer to questions by the President and other members of the sub- trial of Thy 
later. The S » is Mr. J. C. Maclver. of the Home Offic Ame committee they admitted that they did not propose to make any allowance The trial o 
einiiitemlie i npn | be addressed to him at 5, Old | for the difference in the qualifications of clerks or for the difference between before Mr. 
Pala vard. 8.W.!. Sir P. M. Law ec, says 1 Times. the Chairman | the kind of work in one office and the kind of work in another or for the near Elstre 
of the Commission. v formerly a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of difference between the duties of clerks in the same office. They also stated ntain a s 
South Africa and w Chairman of the Delimitation Commi nin 1909 that it was to be a rule of the Joint Council that the decisions of a majority 
lh tof the pi pal fire | in the United Kingdom dur Decem he even of one—were to be morally binding upon the members of this 
is estimated at £806,100, as compared with corresponding losse fs mn Society and of the Federation. 
in November last 1 £504,100 in December, 1919. The total cost the We are of opinion that it is not practicable to frame any scale of grading 
principal f los in the United Kingdom may, on the same basis of which could be pro yperly Tr to all or even to the majority of caves. But in it 
calculation. he timated at £9,462,000, which compares with an estimated | It would depreciate zeal and ability and add a premium to mediocrity ¢ ott himse 
le f £9.374.000 in 1919 incompetence. It we sald be better to trust to the law of supply and de mde frst time. a 
ind to the recognition by employer and employed that it is to their mutual vith a onal 
ulvantage to make a fair bargain. enviction « 
S; CI f ies On the 3rd December, the Council of the Law Society passed the Waits of the 
‘ We following resolution : complete an 
1% - : . ta That it be a recommendation to the various Provincial Law Societies 
The Annual General Meeting of the Bar. ‘that they should form Joint Councils when requested to do so ty 
TI nnual meeting of the Bar was held in the Inner Temple Hall on | representative body of clerks in their districts, but that in the opinion 
Tuesday In the absence of the Attorney-General (Sir Gordon He th of the Council the duty of a Joint Council should for the present be ee 
chair wa upied by the Solicitor-General (Sir Ernest Pollock). to aim at remedying hardship in individual caves without attempting 
The Solicitor-General, addressing th present as “ Brothers of the Bar, to lay down rules of general application. The folloy 
said that style of address in a year or two might have to be modified. A We are very relvctant to disregard any recommendation of the Council Times of Tu 
imilar point had recently arisen with regard to the form of addressing | of the Law Society but we feel very stron, gly that the formation of @ Sir.— The 
members of juries Joint Council even for the limited oa suggested by the Council would “Gentlemen 
in referring the work of the Council during the past year, he paid | be nseleas, and that any interference by a Joint Counc il between employer ton. It has 
s tribute to Mr. J. Alderson Foote, K.C., the late Chairman of the Council, | and employed in a « ase of alleged hardship would be strongly resen ited Words in 164 
who had retired owing to ill-health, after having been a member of the Bat by the employer, and would prevent rather than promote good relations 8a word of 
Council since its inauguration about twenty five years ago, and ne slao between him and his clerk. tloud the aT 
neuen j atthe: ' ‘ lin th ‘ tr ' 1 
sa il “ ninet ve a “ th pe urd ~ the ME ps tak : by the oe - a We append this statement to our resolutions because we think that out ant Bu 
. f | of courtesy to the Law Socicty and to the Clerks’ Federation, and in justice Mained on { 
vasist demobilized barristers to return t practice, by a system of co-operation | “When the 
between barristers and solicitors, they had been able to restore a very large | to ourselves, we should make our position clear. all he 
’ a ee : by; ¥ acknow 
number of barristers to practice, and the establishment of a bureau had been | The following officers were elected: President, Mr. J. B. Lazenby; the Jury” 
so successful that about 20 per cent. of those who were anxious to obtain | Vice-President, Mr. Vincent Thompson; Honorary Treasurer, Mr. A. abstituie. 
appointments had secured them. Out of a total of 176 applicants, forty | Dickinson ; Honorary Secretary, Mr. W. 8. Burton; Honorary Librarian, ius Ag 
Mr. ©. J. Chariton. # contempt. 
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Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The monthly meeting of the directors of this Association was held at 
the Law Society, Chancery-lane, London, on the 13th inst., Mr. T. 8. 
(artis in the chair. The other directors present being Messrs. E. F. Dent, 
W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, E. F. Knapp-Fisher, A. Copson Peake, R. W. 
Poole and M. A. Tweedie. 

£505 was distributed in relief of deserving cases, thirty new members 
were admitted. Mr. Arthur M. Ingledew (Cardiff) was elected a director, 
and other general business was transacted. 


Gray’s Inn. 
THE H. ©. RICHARDS PRIZE. 


The Benchers of Gray's Inn have awarded the H. C. Richards Prize 
for 1920 to be divided equally between Mr. Harold Hardy and Mr. W. 
Everard Dickson, Barristers-at-law. The subject of the Prize Essay 
was “ The Offences cognisable under the Church Discipline Act, 1840, 
and the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892. respectively, with special reference 
to the meaning of Immorality under the latter statute.”’ 








Companies. 


The Legal and General Assurance Society 
Limited. 


The Directors of the Legal & General Assurance Society Limited announce 
the following Staff alterations as from the Ist January 1921 : 

Mr. E. Colquhoun, F.1.A., has resigned the position of Actuary and 
Manager, and has accepted the appointment of Honorary Consulting 
Actuary to the Society. 

Mr. F. A. Straker, F.LA., has resigned the position of Joint Assistant 
Actuary. 

Mr. William Arthur Workman, F.LA., has been appointed General 
Manager of the Society. Mr. Workman has held the position of Secretary 
tince Ist January 1912; is a Fellow of the Institute of Actuaries and a 
Member of the Council of that body. 

Mr. George Frederick Robinson, F.1.A., has been appointed Actuary 
af the Society. 





The Thurtell Trial. 


Messrs. William Hodge & Co., Limited, announce for early publication 
Snew volume in their series of Notable English Trials, dealing with the 
trial of Thurtell and Hunt, edited by Mr. Eric R. Watson, Barrister-at-Law. 
The trial of Thurtell and Hunt at Hertford Assizes, on 6th January 1824, 
tefore Mr. Justice Park, for the murder of Mr. Weare in Gill's Hill Lane 
mar Elstree, probably now best remembered by the familiar lines which 
entain a succinct account of the tragedy : 


“ His throat they cut from ear to ear, 
His brains they battered in: 
His name was Mr. William Weare, 
He lived in Lyon's Inn.” 


But in its day it was the subject of universal interest, and Sir Walter 
feott himself visited the scene of the crime. The volume will give, for the 
fist time, a full account of the whole circumstances of the murder, together 
vith a verbatim report of the legal proceedings which resulted in the 
@aviction of both prisoners. It will be illustrated with many rare por 
tits of the persons concerned, views of the locus, etc., and will form a 
tmplete and authentic report of one of our most famous cases. 





“Gentlemen of the Jury.” 


The following letter from His 
Times of Tuesday : 

Sir.— The suggestion from the Bench that the time-honoured phrase 
Gentlemen of the Jury ” is to be taboo surely re juires further considera 
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Jury *’ as a possible alternative * 
good old English word ** comrade ” 
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Is the matter technically one for judicial decision ? Is it not rather a 
matter for the Bar ( Let us hope that this is the true view, for 
then we may be assured that nothing will be done hastily, and the glorious 
and historical phrase “Gentlemen of the Jury” will not be abolished 
ind patient consider Edward A. Parry. 
Sevenoaks, Jan. 17 
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Appeal against Court Martial 
Sentence. 


The rrespondent of The Times at Dublin in a message of the 16th inst. 


says 
Four Judges of the High Court 
Dublin, yesterday, to hear an 


ially in the King’s Bench Division, 
to the sentence of 
civilian named Joseph Murphy by a Court-martial 
of having taken part in 
rk, when 1amed Squibbs was killed and others 
d, and his execution was fixed to take place to-morrow morning 
in Cork Prison. On Friday Mr. Lynch, K.C., on behalf of the 
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The following Judges sat to hear the case .—The Lord Chief Justice, 
Mr. Justice Gibson, Mr. Justice Dodd, and Mr. Justic Moore, When the 
case was called Mr. Lipsett, for the Crown, asked that the hearing should 
| until to-morrow. The Crown found it impossible to consider 
fully the points that had been raised on Frida‘ He had received authority 
to give an undertaking to the Court from the General Officer Commanding 
in-Chief that he would issu rder ution of Murphy bn 
poned until Wednesday, asked the Court not to 
udjourn the ippli iti 
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W. WHITELEY, LTD. 


AUCTIONEERS, 


EXPERT VALUERS “AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W. 2. 


VALUATIONS For PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC, 





AUCTION SALES 
VIEW 


EVERY THURSDAY, 
ON WEDNESDAY, 





. It has been with us at | ince Raleigh addressed the jury in the 
Words in 1603. The word “ gentlemen” is essential to English advocacy 
88 word of pause and warning. This may be well understood by reading 
doud the speeches of Sir John ¢ umpbell ia Norton v. Melbourne, or Mr 
Serjeant Buzfuz in Lardell v. Pickwick. The phrase might surely be 
mained on the well-known legal principle, as stated by Serjeant Arabin : 
When the statute says ‘man,’ this includes ‘woman,’ since 
wlly acknowledged that man embraces woman But if 

Jury” must go, “Members of the ’ is surely an 
Sbstitute. The word is too anatomical. It brings to mind a picture of | 


it 18 univer- 
Gentlemen of | 
Jury im possible 
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The Lord Chief Justice asked if the Crown proposed to deny the juris- 
diction of the Court. Mr. Lipsett said that the jurisdiction of the Court 
to review the Court-martial finding will be one of the questions for argument. 

The Lord Chief Justice remarked that the Court reserved the full right 
and power of further respiting execution. After further consultation, he 
said that the Court would adjourn the application until Monday, and would 
also suspend the execution until Wednesday. The Court, in making this 
order, followed the precedent laid down by Lord Kilwarden in the case of 
Wolfe Tone, as reported in the State Trials 
On Monday a further adjournment was ordered until Monday, the 24th 


inst., and execution respited until the 26th inst. 





Legal News. 


Dissolutions. 


Hatr-Cook and Atrrep Wittim Cuawpers, Solicitors 

Chambers), 16, Winnington-street, Northwich, Cheshire, 
Alfred William Chambers and Frank Kershaw 
** Hatt-Couk, 


HERBERT 
(Hatt-Cook & 
14th day of January, 1921. 
will carry on the said business alone under the style of 
Chambers & Kershaw. 

Epmunp Royps, Henry Ferpex Rawstrorne, Reeamatp Curtis 
Tooaoop, Gorpon Lioyp Trevor Kenyon and Huan ALGERNON PARKER, 


Solicitors (Royds, Rawstorne & Co.), 46, Bedford-square, London, W.C.1, 


30th day of September 1919. 
Gazette, January 14th. 

Row .anpb Percy Waters, Eowrn Wiitiams, Georce Henry Hupson 

Lyau., Tuomas Lepprooke Grimes (Gush, Phillips, Walters & Williams), 

Solicitors, 3, Finsbury-circus, in the City of London. 31st day of December, 

far as concerns George Henry Hudson Lyall, who retires from the 


1920, so 
Gazette, January 18th. 


busine 48 


Appointments. 

Mr. Travers Humpeureys has been appointed Recorder of Chichester, 
in the place of Mr. Charles F. Gill, K.C., who has resigned ; and Mr. WiLt1am 
Austin Mercacre has been appointed Recorder of Lincoln, in the place 
of Mr. Hugo J. Young, K.C., who resigned on his appointment as Recorder 
of Nottingham. 

Sir Joun Cuartes Lewis Cowarp, K.C., has been appointed to be a 
und Canal Commissioner in the place of Lord Terrington, who 
has resigned. Sir Lewis Coward, who was a Mawson Scholar of Corpus, 
Cambridge, is 69. He was called to the Bar by Gray’s Inn in 1877, and as 
a junior enjoyed a large practice, a good deal of it being before Parliamentary 
committees. He was elected a bencher of his Inn in 1891, and was treasurer 
for the year 1898. He has also been a member of the Council of Legal 
Education and of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting, and has held the 

Len ordership of Folkestone since 1888. He tock silk in 1901. 


Mr. S. P. Vivian, the principal Assistant Secretary to the Ministry of 
Health and Deputy Registrar-General, has been appointed to be Registrar- 
General in the place of Sir Bernard Mallet, K.C.B. Mr. Vivian has 
been Deputy Registrar-General for some time and has been assistant to 
Sir Bernard Mallet. He was formerly connected with the Inland 
Revenue Department at Somerset House; from there he went to the 
Insurance Commission (1912-13). During the war he was seconded to 
the Ministry of Food, where he did excellent work which was publicly 
acknowledged by Lord Rhondda. Mr. Vivian, who has been carrying 
on the work of preparing for the new census, has just completed his 40th 
He was educated at St. Paul’s School and St. John’s College, Oxford. 


tailway 


year. 


He has edited an edition of Campion’s poems. 


General. 

Mr. A. G. Roby, K.C., who has hitherto been attached to the Court of 
Mr. Justice Peterson, will in future be attached to the Court of Mr. Justice 
Sargant 

Mr. Francis Ince, of The Hermitage, Jarvis Brook, Sussex, and formerly 
Fenchurch-street, E.C., solicitor, late of the firm of 
Mesars. Ince, Colt and Ince, a director of the Electrical Standardizing, 
Testing, and Training Institutions, Limited, and of the Sumatravelle 
Estates, Limited, left property of gross value £79,858. 


of St. Benet-cham bers, 


Addressing the jury as “ Ladies and gentlemen of the jury” when 
discharging them at the London Sessions, on Tuesday, Sir Robert Wallace, 
K.C., said that this was the first occasion on which he had had the pleasure 
of addressing a jury on which women were sitting. ‘“‘I have specially 
to thank you and to rejoice that that which was considered by many an 
experiment has been a great success,’ he added. 

Before the public were excluded from the Court at an incest case at 
Bedford Assizes on Tuesday, Mr. Justice McCardie protested against the 
provision of the Act of Parliament compelling these cases to be heard 
in camera, and said that he trusted the protest might be repeated in the 
future and that these trials would be held before the eyes and in the hearing 


of all men, 


The Times correspondent at New York, in a message of 19th January, 
says: The first official act of the two women who were elected to the 
Kansas State Legislature is to introduce a Bill defining a married woman as 
in her husband’s employ, and making the husband liable for any injuries 
she may suffer in the course of her household duties. A further instanes 
of “crank ” legislation, the output of which is constantly increasing, to 
the impatience of ordinary citizens, is a Bill introduced in the Utah Senate 
limiting the height of women’s heels to 1} inches. 

Mr. Bankes, K.C., the South-Western Police Court magistrate, presided 
over the Children’s Court last Saturday for the last time. In wishj 
success to the new Courts he hoped that the combination of old and new 
brooms would sweep well. He thought, however, that the women 
magistrates would find most of the methods and problems which they had 
been so earnestly advocating, had been already tried and discussed by the 
old gang, and that the problem of how best to treat the children was by no 
means an easy one when the home influence was not good. He had tried 
to treat the children brought before him kindly and sympathetically, but 
to do so without being too sloppy and sentimental was not quite easy. 


The Speaker presided on Tuesday at a lecture at University College 
on the work of the National Trust, given by Mr. John Bailey, its Vice. 
President. Mr Bailey said the Trust since its foundation had saved 
about a hundred properties. Only the previous day they had received 
the offer of a piece of land having a charming view over Clovelly Bay. 
The best way to prevent the destruction of places of great historical interest, 
or of exceptional natural beauty, was to have local societies all over the 
country for the protection of the amenities of the neighbourhood. When 
we were a perfectly civilised people we would have such a society in every 
town. He would also like to see in both Houses of Parliament a group 
of members who would examine Bills likely to sin against the light, and 
adopt obstructive tactics towards them. 

The form to be adopted in addressing juries composed of men and women 
was discussed at the Central Criminal Court on the 14th inst. The Common 
Serjeant (Mr. H. F. Dickens, K.C.) referred to Mr. Justice Rowlatt’s 
objection to addressing them as “ Ladies and gentlemen of the jury.” He 
added that he had spoken to some of the Judges, and they agreed that 
there should be uniformity in the mode of address and thought it should 
now be ‘ Members of the jury.” He himself proposed to adopt that form 
for the future. Sir Richard Muir, who is a Bencher of the Middle Temple, 
said it was formerly the custom at that Inn for the senior Bencher, in 
proposing the toast of his Majesty's health, to use the form “ Gentlemen 
of the Middle Temple, the King.” Since the admission of women students 
the form had been changed to ‘*‘ Members of the Middle Tempie, the King.” 

















































Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 












Dat EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice M. Justice 
ate. ROTA. No. 1. Eve. PETERSON. 
Monday Jan. 24 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Church 
Tuesday ...... 25 Church Bloxam Church G 
Wednesday.... 26 Borrer Synge Goldschmidt Chureh 
Thursday .... 27 Bloxam Jolly Church joldsehmidt 
ser 28 Synge Goldschmidt Goldschmidt Church 
Saturday...... 29 Jolly Church Church joldschmidt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P.O. Lawnaxcs 
Monday Jan. 24 Mr. Bioxam Mr. Borrer Mr. Jolly Mr. Synge 
Tuesday ...... 25 Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly 
Wednesday.... 26 Bloxam Borrer Jolly Synge 
Thursday .... 27 Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly 
Friday........ 28 Bloxam Borrer Jolly Synge 
Saturday...... 29 Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly 














The Property Mart, 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


27.—Messrs. Hruren & PARKER, at the Mart, Winchester House ; Valuable 


January 27 sea 
Freehold and Leasehold Shop Properties, &c. (see advertisement, back page, January 15th). 


February 2.— Messrs. Epwin Fo x, Burnett & BADDELEY, at the Mart, Winchester Hou, 
at 2.30: Freehold Estate, Clifford ’s Inn, Fleet Street, E.C. (see advertisement, back page 
this week) 

February 11.—Messrs. KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY, at the Hanover Square Estate Room 
at 2.30: The Palace Hotel, Hastings. Freeho.d Property (see advertisement, back page, 
this week) 

February 22.—Messrs. HAMPTON & Sons, at the Mart, Winchester House, at 2.30: Town, 
H ouses (see advertisement, inside back cover, January 15th (last week) ). 











———— 












VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy 
Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Property 
is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss EDL 
suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS (LIMIT 
26, King Street, Govent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known valuers 
chattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of expert 
Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations —— 
purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-#- 









a speciality.—ADvVT. ] 
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inding-up iNotices. reditors iNotices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. r + re 
London Gazette —TURSDAY, Jan. 11 if nder 22 & 2 3 \ ict. Cap. 35. 
Jus Mosstry Cotove & CuemicaL Co. Lrp.— Creditors are requir 4d, on or before Jan. 18, — 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jas. A . . 
Hulme, 88, Mosley-st., Manchester, liquidator Last DaY oF Cit 
Jen ArecnarT EQuirMENT Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb. 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to G. B, Mantle) j f PURSDAY, Ja ! 
Sa, Coleman-st., E.C., and H. Morgan, 17, Eldon-st., E.(., liquidators 
3.5. BRoomPteLp Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb. 26, to send their names and ALLIS WILLIAM Epwat Victoria RC... ¢ Mar. | Fred. J, Fast, Moorgate 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bernard Norman Watkins Sta hinbe KA 
and Charles Thomas Appleby, 26, Corporation-st., Birmingham, liquidators Ba Mary Exvizareru. Bideford. 1 rT. A. Goaman. | I, Devon 
Natal Eerates Lrp (Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 14, to send their names . Hoy \ W . P 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Barr, 3, Fenchurch af tng = te . a ; shempeen 
st... liquidator 7 H 
fer SHERBORNE COAL, TIMBER, CoRN AND Cake Co. Lrp Creditors are required, on or CAMPEI PRA } Mary Aww. Droxford. Hant Feb 10 1. Robinson. Southeea 
before Jan. 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts CAMPRELL, WILLIAM, (1 Medlock I I ard KK M heats 
or claims, to John Edmunds, Cheap-st., Sherborne, Dorset, liquidator ( b H an. } Mu 1 
Full ur. 1 Ba ; Joh ro 
Caswon Motor AND ELecTRicaL Works Lrp.—Creditors ar juired, on or before Feb. 8 ( . We ‘: . /-? Se ee 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to EA ; = - , Ha Cae as vlan ™" 
Percival George Clegg, 10, Cannon-la., Brighton, liquidator 3 ; 
London Gazette-—Fripay, Jan. 14 DURNO, THOMASINA, Blackpool, 1 24. A wl i Co, 1 pool 
Park Ospourn Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb. 11, to send in their names GIBBONS, EDGAR, Scarborongt Feb. 8. Parr & | Nottingha 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic William Davis, 28 GIBBONS, HANNAH Marriott, Scarboroug I 8. Parr & Butlin, N ha 
Theobald's-rd., W.C.1, liquidator Hayes, Eenegst Jon, Derl Dray Fet 1 & W.H. Sake & 8 Derk 
OsPHAM STRAND PapeER Co. LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 24, to send Hvrpson, Jous, Walsall, Draper. Fel >» EK. tewin Miller, Walsa 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to James Beaumont HGH ' ; , , , 
Whitehead, liquidator, under cover to Oldham Strand Paper Co. Ltd., 117, Kelverlow-st b — Liverpool, Bla eee Feb. 8. D as Hou n, Duchy of 
Oldham. Lancaster Off wi 
forrycarkL Brewery Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb. 4, to send in their HOLLAND, Ropert, Salford, Builder. Feb. 8. J. Hislop & Son, Manchest 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William (Griffiths, Hun, ALI JANET, Rustington, Sus« Fel favior & Ta New Proad-st., 
112, High-st., Merthyr Tydfil, liquidator EC.2 
Cipeke Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan to send their names and addresses k 
. \ r names and f ivrenixs, H West. Norwoor ! . i Serjea 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. Dangerfield, 54, Cannon-st., B.4 Ee ‘ ae a - = ne ” -_ 
liquidator . ' 
MacManus Bros. Lrp.— Creditors are required, on or before Feb. 15, to send their names and INGHAM, ANN, Bingley, Yorks. Feb H. M. Dba ered ' 
addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Reginald Bernard Petre, 11 Jackson, THOMAS, Harrogate. Feb Kirby, Son & A m, Harrogat 
lronmonger-la., E.C., liquidator Jones, Rengoca, Neath, (ilar Jan William A. 1 m, Neath 
Moron SERVICES (BARNOLDSWICK) Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan tO =e KENRICK, ARCHIBALD, Bou outh. Feb. 28. Ryland. Martin « « Birmingham 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Guy K ms , : " , 
Waterworth, Central-bldgs., Richmond-tce., Blackburn, liquidator — “ ur HOnocRasis WILUAM, I - a B. Ryland, Martincan 4 
RovsHaw MILL COTTON MANUFACTURING Co. (BLACKBURN) Ltp.—Creditors are required Co., Bir gnal 
on or before Jan. 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their KING, FREDERICK WALTER, Southamptor K aura Keeper Feb. 21 Stephens & 
debts or claims, to William Hare, Central-bldgs., Richmond-tce., Blackburn, liquidator Locke, Southampton 
London Gazette —Fripay, Jan. 14 LAMBE, WILLIAM, Polegate, Sussex, Farmer. Fe! », Cinaecotte, Wadham, Tickell & 
Tuomas vr. THOMAS.—William Thomas, 41, Richards-st., Cardiff, Builder. On or befor Thurtand, Resex-st., W 
Feb. 21, to send by post prepaid to William Frost, 179, Queen Victoria-st. Mr. Justice LATHAM, VIOLET HELEN, Agta, India. Mar. 1. Dixon & Holmes, Worthing 
Russell, Royal Courts Lewis, CLARA, Birmingham. Feb. 1 Forsyth, Bettinson & ( Rirminghar . 
Lunt, JaMes, Market Drayton, Salop, Farmer la j Bh. 8S. Hawthorn & Son, Market 
. ve . . . Drayton 
Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. McKay, Davin, Salford, Lanes, } rs Clerk. I Douglas Houstoun, Duchy of 
London Gazette TUESDAY, Jan. 11 Lancaster Office, W 
The Empire Films and Cinema Syndicat: The Combination Metallic Packing Co. Ltd MCGETTINGAN, JaMks, Kirkdale, 1 oes |S , > oe Houstoun 

Ltée National Funeral Co, Ltd Duchy of Lancaster Office, W4 
The British Hard Paper Ware Co. Ltd \nglesey Eastern Agricultural Co-Operative Marrot, Mrs. Racwen Ricarpa, H Sussex. | Bartlett & ¢ ry, New-aq 
Feniscliffe Products Co, Lrd Society Ltd W.C2 
Stockley & Co. Ltd. Mitre Engineering Co. Ltd MARTINEAU, JANE SurtTu, Edgbastor I I 1, Mart I har 
Dagaway Motor Coat Co. Ltd Reginald Clifford Ltd MELLORS, JAMES, Rotherhar Feb, 22. O e ¢ 1, Rotherha 
Person & Co. Ltd The Mirror Laundry (Manchester) Ltd , g < | 
Naimon & Co. Ltd. The Burngreave Conservative Club Buildings NICOLAS, PHILIPPA ELIZA, Brentwood, Ease , een oe Brentwood 
The Mossley Colour and Chemical (Co. Ltd Co.. Ltd PayNe, Water, Bishoy Waltha Mar (ha Warn ci urdson, Bishop's 
leeds Phosphate Works Ltd Natal Estates Ltd Walthar 
O'Neil’s Recorder Syndicate Ltd The Consett Brick Co. Lid Perry, ARTHUR JAMES, Small Heath, Birmir l Ma actur Jar . Wee 
The Prees Heath Cinema Palace Ltd The Sherborne Coal, Timber, Corn and Cake Walker Newey, Birminghatr 
Dixon's Theatre Furnishing Co. Ltd Co, Ltd Purpsox, Horace GILnERT STANLEY, Natal, South Africa, 1 Ml Abrahan 
Pontycapel Brewery Co. Ltd rhanhouser Films Ltd ee ee enn i ae — 

incham and District Butchers’ B Fitt, Huitaon & Co. Ltd . : = . 

Products Co. Ltd. Hematite Ore Concentrates Ltd POLLEXFEN, AMY CLARA EiZa, Dawlish, Decor I I Ha <M Dedford 
The Carbide Trading Co. Ltd. J. Broomfield Ltd. PYN? FREDERICK DENNI Whit! Ba Engin Ma l Inugledew & Fenwk 
Hodges and Mason Co. Ltd Emesco Ltd weastle-upon- Tyne ° 
The Cann Hall and Wanstead Slip Liberal Ramsey, Wacrer Jonny, Victoria Park, Middiles« I I Adkin & Son, Salter’s Hall-ct., 

Club Finance Co. Ltd. ECA 

London Gazett Fripay, Jan. 14 
( pso Dot s } ‘ Meols. Chesh Sr Mer ant } I rh 

Compagnie des Couvre-Marches Ltd Manufacture Generale D'Enseignes Ltd - YiO~ 1 iver oy aaah, 5 ae ; , — , ne 
Hi. G. Porter & Co. Ltd British East Africa & Uganda Agency & . : 
Alfred Roberts & Sons Ltd Development Co. Ltd Rocers. HENRY, Leicester, Tailor. Feb. 28. Ow i Lele 
Elton & Brown Ltd Oldham Strand Paper Co. Ltd SacNDERS, ELIZA JANB GLEN, Melbourne, Australia. Fe! lawe & Co.,,Temple-gdns 
fhe British Printing Ink Co. Ltd lhe Garnett Pickles Preparations Co. Ltd. B.C4 
Port Argentine Land & Development Co The Playhouse (Galashiels) Ltd Situ, WILLIAM HENRY, Southport, Picture Theatre Pri Feb. 8. J. Hislop & Son 
— , Stubbs Allbeury & Co. Ltd Manchester 

al Green Colliery Co. Ltd High Temperature Generators Ltd \ 

: 4 - a <T Mires I Jessizn. Clapham-r \ ~ : ‘ 

San Benito (California) Oil Co. Ltd South African Gold Mining Exploring & Real 7 ~ ol a It : ae +H 1 ‘ r , " ;, 7 : _—- 

ol & Dominions Producers’ Association Estate Syndicate Ltd me : gots 
Ltd E. J. Hoyle (Carriers) Co. Ltd TayLor, Lexa, Hollinwood, Lance Feb. 6 Wood & Lord, Ma west 
Grosvenor Engineering Works Ltd the Gyrnos Tin Plate Co. Ltd Varese, EDOARDO KAPrPAELB GuIserrr, Charing Crose-rd., Doctor. 1 f R & Eyre, 
Mevagissey Motor Fish Supplies Ltd James Watt & Son Ltd Golden-sq., W 
Standard Building Construction Co Ltd Aqueous Works & Diamond Rock Boring Co WiLtertT, Mancaret, Ardwick, Man ter, Far Goods Dea Fel Blackburn & 
me South-East & West of England Estates Ltd Walker, Manchester 

‘0. Ltd. L. H. Collings Ltd ; , 
Johnson & Co (Regent Street) Ltd Royshaw Mill Cotton Manufacturing Co Winliaue, Lovma, Rewtans, ue. Ces oe a 4. A. Bap + ee 
Mark Cooper Ltd (Blackburn) Ltd Witsox, JouN, Morley, Yorks., Cloth Finisher. Feb. 19. Scatcherd, Hopkins & Brighouse, 
Laindon Co-Operative Produce (o. Ltd Great Grimsby Constitutional Club Co. Ltd Leeds 
The Victor Tyre Co. Ltd Snelling’s Marine Patents Ltd WoopMAN, Jvtia Braker, Bexhill-on-Sea. 1 8 Swe vl Queen ECA 
The Whitstone Brick & Tile Co. Ltd Wooa. GIACOMO, Swiss Cottage. Feb. 10. R.H. Behrend & ¢ i" Wice 
= 

B k N ° GREENWAY, JABEZ ARTHUR, Smethwick, and GresNWAY LOGERS, Patrick, Bow, Wholesale He ry Merchant. High 
‘a oe wa Ac WILLIAM ALFRED, Edgbaston, Machine Tool akers Court Pet. Dec. 6. Ord. Jan. ¢ 
an ruptcy 4 otices. Birmingham Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6 ROSENBERG, LaZarts, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier Leeda, 
a . HAINES, JESSAMINE, Bath, Boot Dealer. Bath. Pet. Dec. 23 Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. Jan. 6 
London Gazette TUBSDAY, Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 7. TURTON, ALBERT Epwanrp, Otley, Printer’s Roller Caster, 
aie : 3 age leeds Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6 
RECEIVING ORDERS JONES, OWEN NICHOLSON, Al ve Glam, Bes e Tall 4 
: F I RDEI Neath. Pet jon 4 ra ong lam, Bespoke Tallor WILKINSON, FLORENCE KaTE, Southsea, Dresmaker. Porta- 
Aligs, Wawrar, Alfreton, Licensed Victualler. Derby ae : : vs erty mouth. Pet. Dec. 31, Ord. De l 
Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6 Kenpoor, JOHN Ricuarp, Grindleford. Derby. Pet FIRST “MEETIN¢ 
, ‘dley Nov. 26. Ord. Jan. 7. “ cep 
Bowk err, ALBERT, Bewdley, Plumber. Kidderminster : d Jan Davies, Liuvus, Whitland, Carmarthenshire, Clothier. Haver- 
Pet. Jan.5. Ord. Jan. 5 KITSON, ARTHUR Euston O'’Nett, Leamington, Manu- fordwest, Jan. 22 at 11. Off. Rec., Queen-st., Carmarthen 
KNELL, Epwis, Foleshill, near Coventry Painter facturer. Warwick, Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6 DE Beur, ¢ HARLES ANGUS EDWARD, Loughborough. 
Coventry. Pet Dec 20 , Ord Jan. 6 MATTHEWS, RICHARD, Holme Cultram, Cumberland, Farmer Leicester. Jan. 18 at 3. Off. Rec., Berridge-t., Leicester 
— ABRAHAM, ( OLLINGE, ALBERT, and CO! LINGE Carlisle. Pet Jan.7. Ord. Jan. 7 FieLp, FrevericK Joun, Liss, Hanta, General Stores Keeper. 
DITH, Manchester, Bookbinders. Manchester. Pet. MicHaxuis, Henny, Kilburn, Merchant High Court. Pet Portamouth. Jan. 21 at 12, Off. Re Cambridge 
Jan.7. Ord. Jan. 7. Dec. 8. Ord. Jan. 8 Junc., High-st., Portsmouth 
Pup, FREDERICK JOHN, Liss, Hants, General Stores Keeper, PRITCHARD, CHARLES HENRY, Ledbury, Fruit Dealer. Here- GeLpeR, WILLIAM HENRY, Normanton, Coal Miner. 
th. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Jan. 3. ford. Pet. Jan. 8. Ord. Jan, # Wakefield, Jan. 1S at 11. Off. Rec., King-+t., Wakefield. 
WiitiaM Hevry, Normanton, Coal M w 2 eet 
ss “ wr m, Coal Miner. ake- ss -* ArTuUR, Derby, Motor Cycle Agent. Derby. Haines, Jessamine, Bath, Boot Deaier. Bath. Jan. 19 
, - 4%. . - 4, et. Jan.1. Ord. Jan. 6, at 11.30, Off, Rec., Bristol, 
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HARRIS Atpert Thomas, (Clyro, Radnor Thrashing Satazar, LieuTexanT Count Sarsrretp D., Ravenscroft-' Jones, Owen Nicuonsoy, Aberavon, Bespoke Taijor, 
Machine Proprietor. Hereford. Jan. 19 at 12.90 park. High Court. Pet. Oct. 28. Ord. Jan. 6 Neath. Jan. 21 at 11. Off. Rec., Government bidga, 
Offa-st., Hereford TURTON, ALBERT EDWARD, Otley, Printer’s Roller Caster St. Mary-st., Swansea. 

His, Jous CLravpr, Mellor, nr. Blackburn, Nurseryman [eeds, Pet. Jan. 6. Ord. Jan. 6 Kirsos, AnTaur Euston O'NgILt, Leamington, Manuiag. 
Black burr Jan, 21 at 11.30. Off. Ree., Byrom-st Youne, Wr11AM, Penygraig, Glam, Baker Pontypridd turer. Warwick. Jan. 24 at 12. Off. Rec, Tip 
Manchester Pet. Nov. 20. Ord. Jan. 6 Barracks, Smithford-st., Coventry. 

Hor, ARTHUR DALes, Kingston-upon-Hull, Waste Paper Amended Notice substituted for that published in the London LANCASTER, SELBY, Maryport, Auctioneer. Cockermouiiy, 
Merchant. Kingston-upon-hull tiz. Off Gazette of Nor. 16, 1920 Jan. 24 at 3.45. Court House, Cockermouth 
Rec., York City Bank Chmbrs rate nl Weeres, ALbert CHartes Wiwirzorr, Kennington Park-rd Macry, Groner WILLIAM, Fleet-st., Paper Merchant High 

HYamM JOuN Andover Fruit Salesman. Salishur Dentist High Court. Pet. Oct " Ord. Nov. 11 Court. Jan. 24 at 11. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-a§, 
Jan. 18 at Off. Be City Chambrs., Catherine W2 
Salisbur London Gazette Frimpay, Jan. 14 Pactrico, Barney, Finshury-park, N., Traveller 
v I io ERN olve note u Co d 2 ny - ary. 

m OR ee ae cere ‘Onn °., Lk RECEIVING ORDERS wes Jan. 24 at 1h. Bankregtey-Se, Come 
Wolverham ptor Baryvetr, Wiewam THomas, Swinford, Baker conte Prick, JAMES Groror, Glanyrafon, and Brows, CHARLE 

MICHAELS HENRY i 1 Merchant. Higl ny Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan Dolgarreg, Liandovery, Haulage Contractors. Gap 

( krupt bldg RovERO, STANLEY, Brewer W.1, Manufacturing J ‘ marthen. Jan. 24 at 11. Off. Rec., Queen-st.. Gop 
High Court Pet. Dee. 7 Ord. Jan. 11 marthen 
Mot I val Notts, Hawker t Brows, CHARLES, Liandover Haulage Contractor i ROBINSON, GEORGE Moriey, Hucknall, Notts., Boot Special. 
! tec., Castle-pl., Notting i marthen. Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 ist. Nottingham. Jan. 25 at 11.50. Off. Rec., Caste 
lailor Hurnk 0 CARTMELL, Josern, and CARTMELL, WILFRED, Anderton pl. Notts 
' ix, Bankhouse-st ! near Chor Farmers. Preston. Pet. Dee. 21. Ord. RosenTHaL, CALVERT SAMUEL, Poultry, General Merchag, 

Kees, Epwat ‘ Lincoln, Grocer hoster Jan. 11 High Court. Jan. 24 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgy, 
Jan, 10 at iz f Lincoln CARTWRIGHT Jous, Stutton, Parmer Harrogat Pet Carey-st., W.C.2 

Rooers, Parrics 7 W holess i t Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 SNoap, Freperick Jounx, Westcliff-on-Sea, Contracteg, 
High ¢ rt 1 | » | CRAPTRER, WILLIAM Epwarp, Leeda, Shoddy Manufacturer Chelmsford. Jan. 28 at 11.30. Bedford-row, W.C1. 
Carey-t., W.C.2 leeds. Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 SccHosTAWER, Davip, Acton, Engineer. Brentford. Jag, 

Rosexvenc, Lazarvs, Leed W holesal hier a DD FREEMAN, Gr iter at.. W.1 Hizh Court 26 at 11 Bedford-row, W.C.1. 

Jan, 19 at 11 Hotel Metropole, King-st eods 2» Ord. Ja TcurToN, ALBERT EDWARD, Otley, Printer’s Roller Casteg 

SANDER Prep Jame Longton. Stoke-o ren \ Bampton r Exe Pet. Jan. & Leeds Jan. 22 at 10.30. Off. Rec., Bond-st., Leads 
Draper Hank jan. 20 at tl, OF R rook P TURNER, GEORGE FREDERICK, Hesley, nr. Rotherham, 
Stoke-upon-Trent Kastwoop, JAMES, Sheffield " Deal Sheffield Greengrocer. Sheffield. Jan. 21 at 12.30. Off. Ree, 

SMITH, SIDNEY und SMITH. ARTHUS t n al Pet. No 6. Ord. Jan ! Figtree-lane, Sheffield 
Bakers. Fror Val f FENLAN, JAMES, Keighley, Grocer. Bradford ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bath-st., From Ord. Jan. 10 ALEXANDER, Max, Victoria-st., 8.W. High Court. Pet, 

Vine, Leopor I ITT ‘ rinte iterbur Fisuer, Morrt Lambet! ; 4 ur Oct. 5. Ord. Jan. 10 
Jan. 19 1 ff. Rex at nte iry Dec. 22. Ord. Jan. 10 BaRNetr, WILLIAM THOMAS SwInrorp, Baker, Leicestes, 

WILKINSON ) ‘ ou r Goop. Grorer. Nuneaton, Fan Goods Dealer ‘ Pet. Jan. 11 Ord. Jan 
Portamor ’ . ' Q Pet. Jan. 10. Ord. Jan. 10 Brown, CHARLES, Liandovery, Haulage Contractor. Car 
June., H t., Portamouth Gry. Jouy, Streatham, Musician. High Court. Pet. De marthen. Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 

ADJUDICATIONS Ord. Jan. 12 CAVE, ROWLAND ( AVE BROWNE, Queen's Gate, 8.W. High 

Hewitt, WILLIE nmingham, Grocer Great Grimsby Court Pet. Oct. 29. Ord. Jan. 10 

ALLEN, Water, Alfreton, Licensed yaller y Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12 Cartwricut, JouN, Stutton, Farmer. Harrogate. Pet 
Pet. Jan. ¢ Ord. Jan. 6 HILLYARD JOSEPH Lewishat Fruiterer High Court Jan. 11 Ord. Jan. 11 

ALGRANATI, Prerno, Chiswick, Restau ‘ et. Der Ord. Jan. 12 CRABTREE, WILLIAM Epwarp, Leeds, Shoddy Manufacturer, 
Pet. Jar Ord. Jan. ¢ Hocuners, Mortis, Torrington-sq.. W High Court Pet Leeds Pet. Jan. 11 Ord. Jan ° 

BOWKETT ALBERT, Bewdley. Plum! idderminater > Ord. Jan. 12 Davies, THomas Lewis, Finsbury Park, N.4, Manufacturer, 

et. Jan. 5. Ord. Jan , ORMAN, Amersham Aylesbury Pet. D 22 High Court. Pet. Dee. 20. Ord. Jan. 10. 

CLAXTON ALBERT. Furne Vak Waterproof Jan. 10 DoroTHY VIOLET, Bloomsbury-st. High Court, 
Garment Manufacturer Manchest et. Ds 2. Tvory, Wr.taM, Merthyr Tydfil, Golf Professional. Merthyr *t. Nov. 18. Ord. Jan. 10. 

Ord. Jan. 6 lvdfil Pet. Jan. 8. Ord. Jan. 8 SaM, Bampton, Draper. Exeter. Pet. Jan. & 

De CerJaT, Bayswater. High Court. Pet. Nov. 1 Ord. Jerrernigs, WALTER FLOOK Bristol, Gro Bristol Jan. 8 
Jan Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12 y . WritiaM Barctay, Cardiff, Commision Ages 

FABER, WILLIAM Henry, Blackfriars-rd., Licensed Victualler Joseru. Isrpore, Holborn-circus, E. Manufacturer of Cardiff. Pet. Nov. 29. Ord. Jan. 7 
High Court Pet, Oct. 930. Ord. Jan lo High Court Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12 FENLAN, James, Keighley, Grocer tradford. Pet. Jaa. 

FRTRRMAN, Morris AARo Hackne i 0 LLoyp. WILLIAM Harry, Wellington, Draper. Shrewsbur: 19. Ord. Jan. 10 
Pet. N i. Ord. Jan Pet. Jan. Ll. Ord. Jan. 11 ; FARR, Henry, Chichester, Coal Merchant. Brighton. Pet 

GELDER, WILLIAM HENRY, Normanton . rm Macey. Grorce WILLIAM, Fleet-st., Paper Merchant High Dec. 17. Ord. Jan. 8. 
field. Pet. Jan. 4. Ord Jan Court. Pet. Jan. 10. Ord. Jan, 10 Goop, GroraR, Nuneaton, Fancy Goods Dealer. Covestey. 

CRERNWAY, JADEZ ARTHUR MoOxEY. CHARLES WILLIAM, Covent failor Coventry ‘t. Jan. 10. Ord. Jan. 10 ; 
WAY, WILLIAM ALFRED “ig bast« Ma ‘ ' Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 Hewitt, Writer, Immingham, Grocer. Great (ringeby, 
Makers. Birminghar Pet 5 } Pactrico, BARNEY, Finsbury P: ray r. High Court Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12 

GREENSMITH, FREDERICK Greenwicl muy Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 Hot gs, SypNey, Morecambe, Greengrocer. Preston. Pet. 
Greenwich. Pet. Dec. 31 Jan. 7 Potties, Lovis, Shepherd's Bush, Manufacturer. Great Dec. 1. Ord. Jan. 10 

HAINES, JeS8aMINE, Bath, Boot Dealer, Bath ec. 23 Yarmouth. Pet. Dec. 22. Ord. Jan. 11 Ivory, WiLLIAM, Merthyr Tydfil, Golf Professional. Merthyr 
Ord. Jan ROSENTHAL, CALVERT SAMUEL, Poultry, General Merchant Tydfil. Pet. Jan. 8, Ord. Jan. 8. 

Hast, Water, Leicester-aq., Theatrical Agent g High Court. Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. Jan. 11 JosEPH, IsiporR, Holborn-ci:eus, E.C., Manufacturer. High 
Pet. Nov. : Ord. Jan, 6 RopoTHaM, HAROLD Epwrtx, Narborough, Motor Haulier Court. Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12. 

HgatTucore, Jou~x WruiaM,. Oldham, Journeyman Butche Lelcester. Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12 Lioyp, Wriutam Harry, Wellington, Draper. Shrewsbury, 
Oldhban Pet. Dee. 20. Ord. Dec. 20 Svoap. FREDERICK JouN, Westcliff-on-Sea, Contractor Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 

HENDERSON, J. Heviey, Pall Mall, 8.W.1 High (*¢ Chelmsford. Pet. Dec. 14. Ord. Jan. 10 Macry, GEorGe WILLIAM, Fleet-st., Paper Merchant. High 
Pet. Feb. 1 Ord. Jan. 8 WINN, FRANK, Ormskirk, Port Butcher, Liverpool. Pet Court. Pet. Jan. 10. Ord. Jan. 12 

HUMPHRIES Hexry THomMas, Conduit-st Reg ; Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 Moxey, CHARLES WrLulAM, Coventry, Tailor. Coventsy, 
Furrier, High Court, Pet. Nov. 22. Ord. Jan. 7 . —— Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 

HUMPHRIES, Henry, Upper Clapton. High Court Pet FIRST MEETINGS PactFico, BARNEY, Finsbury Park, N., Traveller. High 
Oct. 4. Ord. Oct. 2 BENDEL, Lovurs, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Auctioneer Court. Pet. Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11. 

Jonrs, OWEN NICHOLSON, Aberavon, Glam, Bespoke Tailor Great Yarmouth. Jan. 25 af 1 The Office of Mesars PARKER, Georrrey, West Ealing, Book Distributor. Brest 
Neath. Pet. Jan.7. Ord. Jan. 7 Lovewell Blake & Co., 2, South-quay, Great Yarmouth ford. Pet. Nov. 20. Ord. Jan. 11 

LA Rocur, Franoorw Josern, Hampstead High Court. CADWELL, Earyest, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer PERCIVAL, Henry, Chancery-lane, W.C.2. High Court, 
Pet. Oct. 20. Ord. Jan. & Luton. Jan. 26 at 11.50. Chamber of Commerc Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. Jan. 10 

LASSETER, Lovrs BoapEN, Daventry, Hotel Proprietor 29, King-st., Luton RopoTHaM, HaroLp Epwin, Narborough, Motor Haaliet. 
Northampton. Pet. Nov. 18. Ord. Jan. 5 DURMAN, SAM, Bampton, Draper. Exeter Jan. 25 at 2.30 Leicester. Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Jan. 12. 

MATTHEWS, RICHARD, Holme Cultram, Cumberland, Farmer Off. Rec., Bedford-circus. Exeter ROSENBERG, LAZARUS, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier. Leed& 
Carlisk Pet. Jan. 7 rd. Jan. 7 FENLAN, James, Keighley, Grocer. Bradford. Jan. 21 at Pet. Dec. 20. Ord. Jan. 11 

OsHaTZ, Reveen, Wanstead, Boot Dealer r 3. Off. Rec., Duke-st., Bradford SwiTH, SypNey, and Nira Arracr, Chitterne, Wilts, 
Pet. Dec. 9. Ord. Jan. 8 FisHer. Morris, Lambeth, Grocer. High Court Jan Bakers. Frome. Pet. Dec. 18. Ord, Jan. 10, 

PRITCHARD, CHARLE HENRY Ledbury Fru ealer at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 Wry, FRANK, Ormskirk, Pork Butcher. Liverpool. Pet. 
Hereford Pet. Jan. 8. Ord. Jan. 8 Harris, Davip, Sheffield, and Birks, Georosr, Clothiers Jan. 11. Ord. Jan. 11 

LOGERS, PATRICK, Bow, Wholesale Hosiery Merchant High Sheffield. Jan. Zlat 12. Off. Rec., Figtree-lane, Sheffield ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
Court Pet. Dec. 6. Ord. Jan. 7 Hvupparp, ERNEST, Southend-on-Sea, Managing Director ORDER RESCINDED 

SANDERS, FRED JAMES, Longton, Stoke-on-Trent, Fancy of Turbines Limited. Chelmsford. Jan. 26 at 11.30.) Carr, OswaLp, Leeds. Leeds. Adjudication Nov. 16, 1911 
Draper Hank Pet. Dx 18. Ord. Jan. 7 , Bedford-row, W.C.1 Rec. Ord. Oct. 27, 1911, 








JEWELS AND MAXIMUM PRICES. 





SPINK & SON, LTD. 7.1772, VALUERS OF JEWELS, PLATE, &c., 


beg to intimate, that as Jewellery and Plate Experts, they carefully value JEWELS, PLATE and EFFECTS 
of deceased estates at most moderate terms. 


A thoroughly cempetent staff for this purpose is always available for any part of the United Kingdom. 


SPINK & SON, LTD. 


DIAMOND MERCHANTS, <&ec., by Royal Appointment, 


16, 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, LONDON, W.1, & at 5, 6 & 7, KING STREET, ST. JAMES’S, S.W.1, 
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